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Continued
importance in
facing new
challenges in
higher education

Executive Director’s 1998 Forward

HE CALIFORNIA MASTER PLAN FOR HIGHER EDUCATION

1960-1975 is the foundation upon which the State’s present world-

class system of public higher education 1s founded It is not an
overstatement to say that this visionary plan, although put forward nearly 40
years ago 1n very different economic and social times, not only helped shape
and determme the mussions of the Cahforma Commumnty Colleges, the
California State University, the University of California, and the role of
independent institutions but also, m many ways, helped open the door to a
period of unprecedented economic growth and prosperity from which
generations of Califormans have since benefited

The Califorma Master Plan continues to remain relevant, not only as an
historically sigmficant document -- and as such, one still requested by
educators and others interested in education 1ssues from across the United
States and around the world -- but also as an important benchmark in the
search for solutions to the challenges that face ligher education in Califorma
today

As the State’s planning and coordinating body for higher education, the
California Postsecondary Education Commission is vitally concerned with all
of the 1ssues now facing postsecondary institutions as the State grapples with
an ever larger and more diverse demand for education and training beyond high
school For that reason, the Commussion 1s planning now the postsecondary
educatton options that will be needed in the next century

This document contains a repnnt of the onginal Master Plan as released n
1960 by the State Department of Education  Although long out of pnint, the
Commussion has periodically reproduced the Master Plan in order to meet
public demand for this important document This 1ssue continues that tradition
and public service By necessity, the onginal document has been photocopied
and enlarged and the quality of the pnnt suffers some However, in this
edition, the type has been enlarged for easier reading I sincerely hope you find

[ K

Warren H Fox, Ph
Executive Director
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA
February 1, 1960
How. GLENN M. ANDERSON
President of the Senate, and MEMBERS OF THE SENATE
Senate Chamber, Sacramento

Hon. Rarpe M. BrownN
Speaker of the Assembly, and MEMBERS OF THE ASSEMBLY
Assembly Chamber, Sacramento

GENTLEMEN:

Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88, adopted in the 1959 ses-
sion, provides that “. . . the State Board of Education and The
Regents of the University of California are requested to report on
the subject of this resolution to the Legislature at its 1960 regular
session within three days of the convening thereof. . . .” Pursuant
to this resolution, we now transmit the study requested, which is en-
titled A Master Plan for Higher Education in California, 1960-1975.
The Liaison Committee plans later to publish this report for wider
distribution, at which time the supporting data may be further re-
fined. The Liaison Committee also plans to issue the reports of the
Technical Committees as separate documents.

We are glad to inform you that these recommendations set forth
in Chapter I of this report were unanimously approved in principle
by The Regents of the University of California and the State Board
of Education meeting in joint session on December 18, 1959. Because
of the enthusiastic endorsement of these recommendations by our two
boards and their wide acceptance by our faculties, the press in Cali-
fornia, and many informed citizens, we are anxious to have them
fully implemented.

Accordingly, the full resources of our respective offices are avail-
able to assist in any way to carry out those of the recommendations
requiring legislative action. Since the remaining recommendations
already have the approval of our boards, we shall proceed without
delay with their implementation.

Respectfully submitted,

Ao L, N

President of the Unsversity of California

Supermtendent of Public Instruction



STATE OF CALIFORNIA

January 29, 1960

To: Liaison Committee of the State Board of Education and
The Regents of the University of California

From:  Master Plan Survey Team

SuBJECcT: Transmission of 4 Masier Plan for Higher Education in
California, 1960-1975

Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88, approved by the 1959
Legislature, requests the Liaison Committee “. .. to prepare a
Master Plan for the development, expansion, and integration of the
facilities, curriculum, and standards of higher education, in junior
colleges, state colleges, the University of California, and other insti-
tutions of higher education of the State, to meet the needs of the
State during the next 10 years and thereaiter . . .” and to transmit
that plan “. . . to the Legislature at its 1960 regular session within
three days of the convening thereof. . . .”” Accordingly, the Com-
mittee at its meeting on June 3, 1959, took the two following actions,
both subsequently endorsed by the two governing boards:

1. Approved the general outline for the study and the major prob-
lems to be included.

2. Created a study committee (later called the Master Plan Survey
Team) and delegated to it responsibility for developing the
plan in accordance with the approved outline.

The Master Plan Survey Team now transmits its report to the
Liaison Committee. In so doing it comments as follows:

1. Despite widely divergent views held by different members of
the team as to how higher education in California should de-
velop in the future, the sixty-three recommendations made to
the Committee were approved by the team without a single
dissenting vote.

2. The suggestions made by the Liaison Committee for clarification
and modification of the Survey Team’s recommendations were

v



of such a constructive character that the team accepted those
changes. Consequently, the wording of the recommendations as
approved by the two governing boards in Chapter I is identical
with that found in the body of the report.

The team wishes to record its deep appreciation particularly to the
Technical Committees, which provided much of the basic information
underlying the Master Plan Survey report, to the Joint Advisory
Committee, and to the Office of Publications of the University of
California for assistance in editing and producing both this report
and those of the Technical Committees. In addition, the team is most
appreciative of the fine co-operation on the part of administrators
and staff of both public and private institutions of higher education
in the state, members of the Legislature, other departments oi the
State government, and many other persons who contributed to the
completion of this report within the time schedule. The Survey Team
also wishes to express its deep regret at the untimely death during
the course of the survey of Herman A. Spindt, Chairman of the Tech-
nical Committee on Selection and Retention of Students.

Respectfully submitted,

MASTER PLAN SURVEY TEAM

Arthur G, Coons, Chairman; President, Occidental College

Coutlors N GSreerne___

Arthur D. Browne, Joint Staff Member, Siate Colleges,
Specialist m Higher Education, State Deperiment of
Education

MCL.%

Howard A. Campion, Jotnt Staff Member, Jumor Collegas;
Associate Supermiendent, Los Angeles Pubbic Schools,
Retrred
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Glenn S. Dumke, Representative, State Colleges; President,
San Francisco State Coilegs

[ R C, 7'4_6"-

Thomas C. Holy, foint Staff Member, University of California;
Special Consullant in Higher Education, University of
California

‘),w

Dean E. McHenry, Reprasentative, University of California;
Professor of Political Science, Umiversity of California,

/. ey D 2R

Henry T. Tyler, Representasive, Junior Colleges; Executive
Secretary, Califorma Jumor College Association

o

Robert J. Wert, Representairve, [ndependent Collegss and
Universities; Vice-Provost, Stanford Umversity
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PREFACE

The recommendations contained in the Master Plan for Higher
Education are set forth in Chapter I of this publication. Some of
the factors which brought about the passage of Assembly Concur-
rent Resclution No. 88, the authority for this study, are presented
in Chapter II. Among these were the rapidly mounting enrollments
in the state’s institutions of higher education, the state’s financial
outlook, and a growing concern that competition and unnecessary,
wasteful duplication between the state colleges and the University
of California might cost the tazpayers millions of dollars.

Governor Edmund G. Brown called a Special Session of the 1960
Legislature which considered recommendations in this report requir-
ing legislative action. Appendix I gives a summary of these actions.

The basic issue in the development of the Master Plan for Higher
Education in California is the future role of the junior colleges, state
colleges, and the University of California in the state’s tripartite
system and how the three segments should be governed and co-ordi-
nated so that unnecessary duplication will be avoided. This is not
a new problem in California. As early as 1899, the California Edu-
cational Commission of 70 members was created to examine the
state’s educational program. One of its recommendations called for
“3 uniform board for the governing of normal schools.” This recom-
mendation was subsequently enacted into a law which placed the
normal schools under the State Board of Education.

After careful consideration of this basic issue, the Master Plan
Survey Team concluded that structure, function, and co-ordination
were all so closely interrelated that they must be dealt with as a
single problem. Moreover, the team concluded that the primary role
of each of the three public segments and their relationship one with
another were so basic to their orderly development that these roles
and these relationships ought to be a part of the State Constitution.
Accordingly, there is recommended the addition of a new section
to Article IX of the Constitution which defines the primary role of
each of the three public segments and the machinery for their co-
ordination.



In addition to the constitutional amendment, the Master Plan
Survey includes some 60 other recommendatinne relating to various
aspects of higher education in the state, all designed to provide edu-
cational opportunity to qualified students at a minimum cost to the
taxpayer.

The Master Plan Survey Team recognizes the great contribution
private colleges and universities have made and will continue to
make to the state. It has included these institutions in the recom-
mended state-wide co-ordinating agency with the opportunity for an
authentic voice bearing on policies directly affecting their welfare.

The Master Plan Survey Team believes in the validity of the
recommendations of this report, which have been upanimously ap-
proved in principle by both The Regents of the University of Cali-
fornia and the State Board of Education. If the recommendations
are carried out and the Constitution amended as indicated, California’s
tripartite system of public higher education, long admired by other
states, will be saved from destruction by unbridled competition. If
these actions now recommended are taken, California will again
pioneer in the field of higher education, its system a model of co-
operation for the whole nation.
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CHAPTER 1

RECOMMENDATIONS

Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88, enacted by the 1959
Legislature, requested the Liaison Committee of the State Board of
Education and The Regents of the University of California “. . . to
prepare 2 Master Plan for the development, expansion, and integra-
tion of the facilities, curriculum, and standards of higher education,
in junior colleges, state colleges, the University of California, and
other institutions of higher education of the State, to meet the needs
of the State during the next ten years and thereafter. . . .”

Pursuant to this request the Liaison Committee, through its Master
Plan Survey Team, developed such a plan and transmitted it to a
joint session of The Regents of the University of California and the
State Board of Education on December 18, 1959. At that time the
following resolution was adopted by unanimous vote of the 21
Regents and nine State Board members present:

BE IT RESOLVED by The Regents of the University of California and
the State Board of Education, in jomnt meeting, that the accompanying recom-
mendations of the Liaison Commuttee, based upon the report of the Master
Plan Survey, be approved in general principle.

The recommendations of the Liaison Committee presented to the
joint session of the two boards in Berkeley follow: *

To Txe REGENTS o¥ TEEZ UNIVERSITY oF CALIFORNIA
AND THE STATE BoarD oF EDUCATION:

Your Liaison Committee reports that, pursuant to the provisions of Assembly
Concurrent Resolution No. 88, adopted by the Legsiature in 1959, and pursuant
to action taken by the two Boards in joint session on Apnl 15, 1959, it has
directed a basic study and the preparation of a Master Plan for Higher Education
in the State of California to meet the needs of the State during the next ten years
and thereafter; and as a result of said Study recommends as follows:

STRUCTURE, FuncTiON, anD Co-oRDINATION (See Chapter III)

It is recommended that:

1. An amendment be proposed to add a new section to Article IX of the Cali-
fornia Constitution providing that: Public higher education shall consist of

1 The axigmal order of the recommends has been changed wm correspend with the ardex
ﬁammmmmmﬁm o of

(1]



MASTER PLAN FOR HIGHEER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA

the junior colleges, the State College System, and the University of Cali-
fornia. Each shall strive for excellence in its sphere, as assigned in this sec-
tion.

2. The junior colleges shail be governed by local boards selected for the pur-
pose from each district maintaining one or more junior colleges. The State
Board of Education shall prescribe minimum standards for the formation
and operation of junior collages, and shall exercise general supervision over
said junior colleges, as prescribed by law. Said public junior colleges shall
offer instruction through but not beyond the fourteenth grade level includ-
ing, but not limited to, one or more of the following: (a) standard collegiate
courses for transfer to higher institutions, (b) vocational-techrical felds
leading to employment, and (c) general, or liberal arts courses. Studies in
these fields may lead to the Associate in Arts or Associate in Science degres,
Nothing in this section shall be construed as altering the status of the juntor
college as part of the Public School System as defined elsewhere in the
Constitution,

3. The State College System:

a. Shall constitute a public trust, to be administered by a body corporate
known as “The Trustees of the State College System of Califorma” with
number, term of appointment, and powers closely paralleling those of the
Regents.

b. The board shall consist of five ex-officio members: the Governer, the
Lieutenant Govemor, the Speaker of the Assembly, the Superintendent
of Public Instruction, and the chief executive officer of the State College
System; and 16 appointive members appointed by the Governor for
terms of 16 years. The chief executive officer of tha State College System
shall also sit with The Regents in an advisory capacty, and the President
of the University of California shall sit with the Trustees n an advisory
capacity. The members of the State Board of Education shall serve ex
officio as first Trustees, being replaced by regular appointees at the expi-
ration of their respective terms.

¢. The state colleges shail have as their primary function the provision of
instruction in the Iiberal arts and sciences and in professions and applied
fields wiuch require more than two years of collegiate education and
teacher education, both for undergraduate students and graduate students
through the master’s degree. The doctoral degree may be awarded jointly
with the Umiversity of Cabfornia, as hereinaiter provided. Faculty re-
search, using facilities provided for and consistent with the pnmary func-
tion of the state colleges, is authorized.

4. The University of California shall be governed by The Regents as provided
in Section 9 of Article IX of the California Constitution. The Unversity
shail provide mstruction in the liberal arts and scences, and mn the pro-
fesmons, including teacher education, and shail have exclusive jurisdicuon
over training for the professions (including but not by way of limitation),*

"The deaft of the i mneaal the phrase
aée mpmdmmdmdmﬂmn:br agXeement omnrs P
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dentistry, law, medicine, veterinary medicine, and graduate architecture. The
University shall have the sole authonty in public higher education to award
the doctor’s degree in all fields of learning, ezcep:matitmayagmewith
the state colleges to award joint doctor’s degrees in selected fields. The
University shall be the primary state-supported academic agency for re-
search, and The Regents shall make reasonable provision for the use of its
library and research facilities by qualified members of the faculties of other
higher educational institutions, public and private.

5. An advisory body, the Co-ordinating Council for Higher Education:

a. Shall consist of 12 members, three representatives each from the Univer-
gity, the State College System, the junior colleges, and the independent
colleges and universities. The University and the State College System
each shall be represented by its chief executive officer and two board
members appointed by the boards. The junior colleges shall be repre-
sented by (1) a member of the State Board of Education or iis Chief
Executive Officer; (2) a repmentatxve of the local governing boards;
and (3) a representative of the local junior college administrators, The
independent colleges and universities shall be represented as determined
by agreement of the chief execntive officers of the University and the
State College System, in consultation with the association or associations
of private higher educational institutions. All votes shall be recorded, but
effective action shall require an affirmative vote of four of the six Uni-
versity and state college representatives; except that on junior college
matters the junior college representatives shail have effective votes; and
on the appointment and removal of a director of the Council ail 12 shall
be effective,

b. A director of the staff for the Co-ordinating Council shall be appointed
by a vote of eight of the 12 Council members, and may be removed by
a vote of eight members of the Council. He shall appoint such staff as
the Council authorizes.

c. The Co-ordinating Council shall have the following functions, advisory
to the governing boards and appropriate State officials:

(1) Review of the annual budget and capital outlay requests of the Uni-
verzity and the State College System, and presentation to the Gover-
nor of comments on the gemeral level of support sought.

{2) Interpretation of the functional differentiaton among the publicly
supported institutions provided in this section; and in accordance
with the primary functions for each system as set forth above, advise
The Regents and The Trustees on programs appropriate to each
system.

(3) Development of plans for the orderly growth of hgher education
and making of recommendations to the governing boards on the need
for and location of new facilities and programs.

d. The Council shail have power to require the public institutions of higher
education to submit data on costs, selecton and retention of students,
enrollments, capacities, and other matters pertinent to effective planning
and co-ordination.



4

MASTER PLAN FOR HIGHER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNTIA

SELECTION AND RETENTION oP STUDENTS (See Chapters IV and V)

VALIDITY OF ENTRANCE REQUIREMENTS
It iz recommended that:
L. The junior coileges, state coileges, and University make statistical studies

of their entrance requirements, and report annuaily, in standard form, to
the co-ordinating agency on walidity judged by: (a) scholastic success,
(b) persistence, (c) rate of dismissal, and (d) scores on standard tests,

2, Each public segment report annually to the co-ordinating agency on its grad-

ing standards, providing data on such matters as the following:

a. Distribution of undergraduate grades awarded (proportion of each grade
given for each institution, department, and by lower and upper division).

b. Its grading differential with other institutions or segments as computed
from the records made by transfers.

ADMISSIONS POLICIES AND PROCEDURES
It is recommended that:
1, In order to raise materially standards for admission to the lower division,

the state colleges select first-time freshmen from the top one-third® (334
per cent) and the University from the top one-eighth * (124 per cent) of ali
graduates of California public high schools with:

a, Continuation of existing special programs and currcula involving excep-
tions to this rule subject to approval by the respective boards, and these
to be kept to a minimum, and those that are continued to be reported
annually to the co-ordinating agency. Any new special programs and
curricula involving such exceptions to be approved by the co-ordinating
agency.

b. Graduates of private and out-of-state secondary schools to be held to
equivalent, levels,

. Tmnlamentation of Recommendation Number 1 to be left to the two systems

with the following provisions:

2. Each to have the new requirements in force for students admitted for
Fall, 1962,

b. nasmuch as the Survey Team favors acceptance in both systems of a
requirement that all, or aimost all, of the recommending units for ad-
mission shall be in college preparatory courses, that the application of
such a requirement be carefully studied during 1960, and this principle
be applied as fully as possible throughout both systems.

- For both the state colleges and the University, freshman admissions through

special procedures outside the basic requirements of recommending units of
high school work and/or aptitude tests (such 2s speciais and exceptions to
the rules) be limited to 2 per cent of all freshman adnussions in each sys-
tem for a given year. Furthermore that all “limited” students be required to
meet regular admission standards.”

¥ As defined by the stats college

4

system.
As defined by the University of Califorms.

¥ Stxts Doard of Educatym sctian makes this effactive Fall of 1960,
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4. Junior college functions now carried by state colleges and nondegree lower
division programs at any state college or University campus (other than
extension) be subject to the following rule:

The equivalent of junior college out-of-district tuition be charged begin-
ning in Fall, 1960, against the counties of residence of all lower division
students who are ineligible to admussion by regular standards, and the funds
collected paid to the General Fund of the State.

Furthermore, that such jumior college functions now carried by state
colleges at State expense be terminated not later than July I, 1964, all
admittees thereafter being required to mest standard entrance requirements.

5. The state colleges and the University require 3 minimum of at least 56 units
of acceptable advanced standing credit before considering the admission of
applicants ineligible to admission as freshmen because of imadequate grades
in high school, except for curncula that require earlier transfer, and except
aiso that each state college and campus of the University, through special
procedures developed by each, be permitted to accept for eadier transfer
not more than 2 per cent of all students who make application for advanced
standing in any year.

6. Undergraduate applicants to the state colleges and the University who are
legailly resident in other states be required to meet higher entrance require-
ments than are required of residents of California, such out-of-state appli-
cants to stand in the upper half of those ordinanly eligible. Furthermore,
that there be developed and applied a common definition of legal residence
for these public segments.

7. A study of the transfer procedures to both the University and the state
colleges be undertaken through the co-ordinating agency during 1960 with
the view of tightening them. Evidence available to the Master Plan Survey
Team indicates the need for such action.

8. A continuing committee on selection, admission, and retention as a part of
the co-ordinating agency be estabiished, to make further studies in these
fields (see Recommendations 1 and 2, under “Validity of Entrance Require-
ments,” page 4), and to report annuaily to the appropriate agencies and
persans on the following practices:

a. Transfer procedures as indicated in Recommendation 7

b. State college and University procedures in admission to the graduate
division
¢. The desirability of differing standards of admission for the varying pro-
grams within each segment of publicly supported institutions
9. Private institutions of higher education in California in the approaching
period of heavy enrollments strive for increased excellence by adopting
rigorous admission and retention standards.
B, s v gleyed, 0 Tt e ek ey b b i L
Scholgstic Apttude

%ﬂuwm:h:ZAﬁda-m:mmdnnns&mymm
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RETENTION
It is recommended that:

1. Each segment strive for greater uniformity in policy and practices on pro-
bation and dismissal; that among segments where the programs are com-
parabie, an effort be made to secure uniformity in policy and practices on
probation and dismissal; and that each segment report annuaily fuil reten-
tion statistics to the co-ordinating agency.

DISTRIBUTION OPF LOWER DIVISION STUDENTS

12 is recommended that:

I. In order to implement more fully the action of The Regents of the Univer-
sity of California and the State Board of Education m 1955, “the University
of California emphasize policies leading to the reduction of lower division
enrollments in relation to those of the upper and graduate divisions, and
the state colleges pursue policies which will have a similar effect,” the per-
centage of undergraduates in the lower division of both the state colleges
and the University be gradually decreased ten percentage points below that
existing in 1960 (estimated to be 51 per cent in both segments) by 1975.
It is further recommended that the determination of the means by which
this recommendation can best be carried out, be the responsibility of the
governing boards.*

STATE SCHOLARSHIPS AND FELLOWSHIPS

It is recommended that:
1. The present scholarship program be expanded to include additional scholar-
ships to provide for the rapidly increasing number of qualified applicants.
2. The amount of the scholarship be mcreased to compensate for additional
educational costs since the original stipend was established.

3. In the event a State scholarship recipient elects to attend a junior college
before entering a four-year institution, his scholarship be retained for him,
provided his junior college record meets the level requred by the State
Scholarship Commission,

4. In addition to the State Scholarship Program a new and separate bill be
enacted to provide subsistence grants to recipients of State scholarships, the
amount of such grants to be based on the financial need of the individual
students, the mammum amount being that necessary to defray expenses of
room and board at the average of such charges to the student in institu-
tionally operated student residences.

5. In view of the need to divert more college graduates into teaching and the
need for more funds to provide fellowship assistance to those in graduate
training, a new State Graduate Fellowship Program be established to ac-
complish these purposes and to assist in making it possible for graduate
schools to operate at as near capacty as possible.

’.Ithaﬁmandﬁughhmﬁﬁuawmdmﬂ:mhm&mw.omm

sudents to the jumor colleges by 197S. It is expected thar the recomm o
menﬂeusmdenn&nmtheuppaB%paentofaﬂpuh]ich:ghu:hoolmdmmmdtha

4} from the upper 1214 t, togeth th the recommendanon that all “li .
Lmﬂmﬂ&mﬂrﬂnﬁ&mmﬁhwﬂlmﬂwmm 10,000.

]
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INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITIES AND AREA NEEDS (See Chapter VI)

UTILIZATION OF PHYSICAL PLANTS
It is recommended that:

L.

The standard utilization of classrooms in the junior colleges, state colleges,
and the University of California be at the maximum practicable levels, but
in no case shall {use of classrooms] average less than 30 scheduled hours per
week, with class enrollments aiter the first month of the term averaging 60
per cent of room capacity.

The standard room utlization of teaching laboratories in the junior colleges,
the state colleges, and the University of California be at the maximum prac-
ticable levels, but 1 no case shall [use of laboratories] average less than 20
scheduled hours per week, with class enroilments after the first month of the
term averaging 80 per cent of room capacity.

. In determining the need for instructional facilities in the junior colleges,

state colleges, and campuses of the University of California, these factors
be taken into account:

a. The two recommended standards of utilization

b. The space standards as found in Tables 33, 34, and 36 of A Restudy of
the Needs of California in Higher Education® (with such meodifications
ag changes in the present differentiation of functions among the public
segments may justify).

¢. The number of FTE (full-time equivalent) * students used in projecting
building requirements be limited to those to be instructed in the day
program, that is, from 8.00 a.m. to 5.00 pm.

. In the scheduling of classes greater use be made of the late afternoon and

evening hours and when posmble of Saturday, thereby maling the achieve-
ment of the foregoing utiization standards easier.

. The scheduling of instructional facilities be centrally controlled on each

campus with such exceptions as may be approved by the appropriate govern-
ing board. (Examples of exceptions are the physical facilities for medicine,
law, and other areas where the facilibes are designed for highly specialized
uses.)

. The co-ordinating agency (or a continuing committee on plant problems

which it might create) undertake without delay the following studies:

a. A complete study of the current utilization in the junior colleges, state
colleges, and the University of California [no such study has been made
since 1953-54] for the specific purpose of making such modification in
the above-recommended standards of utilization as are justified by the
findings.

3T. R, McCannell, T. C. Holy, and H. H. Semans, A Restudy of the Needs of Califorma m
Higher Education. Sacramento: California Stare Department of Education. 1955, gg 345, 343, 351:2.

® The number of fullome equvaleat siudents m an msumOon determns
30 the toml number of um

by dinuding by
for whach all scudents are ensolled for a2 yexr.
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b. The possible economc and educational gains that might be effected by
the adoption of an articulated calendar for all segments of public higher
education in California.

7. Space provisions for health services be increased to allow for infirmary care
on state college and University campuses where dormitories are provided.

8. Inasmuch as the space standards found in 4 Restudy of the Neads of Cali-
forma in Higher Education, 1n Tables 33, 34 and 36, were based on the then
existing functions of the state colleges and the University, such standards
be modified where agreed-upon changes in functions require different space
allocations,

9. In order to provide calendar arrangements that will both fit the public-
school year and permit fuller use of the state’s higher education physical
facilities:

a. Every public higher education institution, and private institutions as able,
offer academic programs in the summer months of unit vaiue equivalent
to one-quarter of a year, one-balf or three-quarters of a semester.

b. State funds be provided for the state colleges and the University of
California to offer during the full summer period academic programs on
one or more of the patterns indicated in (a) above for regular degree and
credential candidates who have met basic admussion requirements.

c¢. The co-ordinating agency (or a continuing committee which it mght
create) study dunng 1960 the relative merits of three-semester and four-
quarter plans for year-round use of the physical plants of both public
and private institutions, and on the basis of that study recommend a
calendar for hugher education in Califorma.

ENROLLMENT LIMITATIONS AND PROJECTED PLANT NEELDS

It is recommended that:

1. With respect to the establishment of new state colleges and campuses of the
University, the goverming boards reaffirm their action taken in joint session
on Apnl 15, 1959, to the effect that “no new State Colleges or campuses of
the University, other than those already approved, shall be established until
adequate Junior College facilities have been prowvided, the determunation of
adequacy to be based on studies made under the direction of the Liaison
Committee of the State Board of Education and The Regents of the Un-
versity of California . . .” with the further prowvision that the new state
colleges and campuses of the University established by action of the Leqs-
lature in 1957, and by action of The Regents, also in 1957, be limted to
upper division and graduate work until such time as adequate junior college
opportumties are provided for the primary area served by these institutions.

2. The following full-ime enrollment ranges be observed for existing in-
stitutions, for those authorized but not yet established, and for those later
established:
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Type of Inststution Mimmum® OQptsmum Maoximum
Junior Colleges 400 3,500 6,000%*
State Colleges

In densely populated areas
in metropolitan centers 5,000 10,000 20,000
Outside metropolitan genters 3,000 8,000 12,000

University of California Campuses’_ 5,000 12,000 27,500

1These are to be attamed within seven to ten venrs after rudents are fipsr ad-

mutted.

21 The mimmum Sgure for the Upivernry issumes graduare wark in banic disa-

opeé Or more pro schools.

* This mammum mught be exceeded 1n densely popuiated aress :n mewmopolizan
centers.

3. The state give encouragement to malung jumior college facilities avail-
able for the school districts not now adequately served either through the
establishment of new junior colleges or by making them a part of districts
now served by junior colleges. Evidence at hand indicates that there 1s need
for new junior colleges m the followng school distnicts:

1975 Fall-ttme
Schooi districts to be mcluded 1 Counsy enrolimane ®

San Diego Ciry Unif. (additional campuses). — . San Diege . 6,500
Los Angeles ].C.(addinonal campus) Los Angeles ______ 6,000
Alhambra H.S, El Monte U.H.S., and Montebello Umf. . Los Angeles . 5,000
Hayward U.H.S., Washungton U H.S., and San Leandro Umif. Alemeda . - 5,000
Whitner U.H.S Los Angeles . 5,000
Sequma [.H.S. and Petcadero U.IH.S. San Mateo . 3,000
Anshem UH.S. Orange - 2,500
Campbell U.H.S., Live Qak U.H.S., and Sanm Clara U.H.S. Senta Clara —_ 2,500
San Mateo J.C. (addinoral campuses). San Macteo ——_ 2,500
Oxnard {1.H.S. Moorpatk Memonal U.HS., Sanra Paula

U.H.S., Fillmore U.H.S., and Sumi Valley Unafoe . Venmura o 2,500
Sweerwnter U.H.S. and Coronado Unf. San Diego 2,500
Grossroont U1.H.5. and Mounraun Empwre Umaf. . . San Diego —ee— 2,250
Contra Costa J.C. (addinonal campuses Annoch and Moraga) Contra Costa ... 2,250
Foodhill J.C. (addinonal campus) Santa Clara . — 2,000

Albany City Uruf., Berkaley Cicy Unmif , and Emerywille Umif. Alameda . — 1,500
All umfied and high school distmers 1n Merced and Madera

COUnGLS o Merced-Madera . 1,500
Burbank Umf. Los Angeles — 1,250
San Las Obispe {county umr) Sen Lws Obwspo . 1,000
Unmfied and high school distmets mm East Kem and Inyo

comnries East-Kera-lnyo . 930
Victor Valley UH.S. San Bernardipo - 550
Barstow 1.C. San Berpamdine . 400

Totml—22 colleges 56,650

t Abbrevianons: H.9.~—hgh school, U.H.S.—amon kgh school, Umf.—ambed, [.C.—jumar

21975 enrollments have been substrtuted for the 1970 enrollments which appeared i the cmgmal
Ise approved by the Joint Boands. The arrangement ot this List i descending crder of enroll-
ment 15 not wntended to indicate urgency of need n the same order.
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4. New state colleges in addition to those already authorized be established and

in operation by 1965 in the following areas and in descending order of esti-
mated enrollment potential:

Approzimate Estimated 1975 full-time
location enrollment potential
In the vicinity of Los Angeles
International Airport . 19,900
In the San Bemardino-Riverside vicinity
(vicinity of Rialto) 12,300

Although it is believed that these two institutions should be master
planned for an ultimate capacity of 20,000. the Survey Team recommends
that the 1975 enrollment be held to 10,000 and 8,000 respectively.

- In 1965 and again in 1970, if applicable, and before considering the need

for new state colleges in any other areas of the state, careful studies be
made by the co-ordinating agency of the following State Economic Aress
to determine the actual need for new state colleges that exists at the time
each study is made:

Siate Economic
Area

F Los Angeles-Long Beach Metropolitan area, Griffith Park-
Glendzle vicinity

A San Francisco-Oakland Metropolitan area, vicinity of Red-
wood City

A San Francisco-Oakland Metropolitan area, Contra Costa
County

K Bakersfield Metropolitan area, Kern County

7 South Coastal area, Ventura County

The three new campuses approved by The Regeats in 1957—(2) San Diego-
La Jolla area, (b) Southeast Los Angeles-Orange County area, and (¢) the
South Central Coastal area (Santa Clara, San Mateo, Santa Cruz, San Benito,
and Monterey counties)—be completed without delay and in any event con-
struction to be started not later than 7962.

It is further recommended that the campus in each of the following loca-
Hons be planned for 1975 enrollments as follows:

San Diego-La Jolla ... .. .. ... . _ __ 7,500
Southeast Los Angeles-Orange County .._. __ . ____ 12,500
South Central Coast ___. 10,000

Inasmuch as the estimated enrollment potential of the Berkeley campus of
the University is 43,950 for 1975 (as compared with a mazrimum enrollment
of 27,500 as recommended in 2 above for a University campus, the co-ordi-
nating agency undertake appropriate studies of how best to accommodate
the difference between these figures (approximately 16,000), such steps to
include careful study of these possibilities:

a. Diversion of some of these potential students particularly to the Davis
campus and the new South Central Coast campus.
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b. The srrammndatinn of the remaining part of the difference (i.e., 16,000
less the impact of (a) above) through the establishment of branch in-
stallations from existing campuses in specialized fields of study such as
instruction in science at Livermore. (These wouid be simiar to the off-
campus centers for teacher education now operated by certamn of the
state colleges.)

8. In 1965, and again where applicable in 1970, and before considering the
need for new Umversity faciities in any other areas of the state, careful
studies be made by the co-ordinating agency of the need for additionai
University facilities :n the San Joaqun Valley and the Los Angeles area. In
the latter area special consideration should be given as to how the difference
between the 1975 estimates of potential University enroilment of 32,550
and the 27,500 maxmmum for the Umvermty of California, Los Angeles,
campus {some 25,000 students) can best be accommodated. Such considera-
tion should include the following:

a. To what extent wil this difference be cared for by the new Southeast
Los Angeles-Orange County campus, and to what extent could these po-
tential students be diverted to the La Joila, Riverside, and Santa Barbara
campuses?

b. Will there be a need for the establishment of branch instailations in
specialized fields of study from existing campuses in this area simular to
that included 1n Recommendation 7b?

9. Because the Umversity, among the publicly supported institutions in Cali-
fornia, has the sole responsibility for the preparation for professicns such
as architecture, dentistry, law, libraranship (graduate), medicine, optome-
try, pharmacy, public health, and veterinary medicine, perodic studies be
made of the relation of supply to demand, particularly in fields where there
seem likely to be shortages, such as medicine and pharmacy, for the purpose
of deterruning what steps the University should take to meet its responsi-
balities in these professional fields.

Facorty DEMAND AND Suppry (See Chapter VII)

It is recommended that:

1. Much greater effort be made to divert 3 greater proportion of college gradu-
ates into graduate traiming preparatory to careers in college and university
teaching. This diversion can best be accomplished by a concerted effort on
the part of adequately staffed and supported counseling and gwdance serv-
ices at all levels of education, and with the fuil co-operation of all college
and university faculty members.

2. More funds be secured to prowide financial assistance to those in graduate
training. The high attrition rate in graduate programs is, in large part, due
to financial difficulty; and these withdrawals constitute aot oniy a loss to
the potential faculty supply but an economic waste to the state. Provision
of fellowship and loan funds for graduate students 13 undoubtedly one of
the best ways of reducing the attrition rate.
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3. Greatly increased salaries and expanded fringe benmefits, such as health and
group life insurance, leaves, and travel funds to attend professional meet-
ings, housing, parking and moving expenses, be provided for faculty members
in order to make college and university teaching attractive as compared
with business and industry.*

4. Greater use be made of Califorma-trained doctoral degree holders, especially
in the shortage years immediately ahead. For the three-year perniod 1955-58
only 53 per cent of those so traned who entered teachuing did so in Calii-
fornia. Evidence indicates that those leaving California do mot do so by
choice.®

§. Individual faculty members and their institutions jointly assume respons:-
bility for both the initiative and opportunity for the facuity in-service prep-
aration and self-improvement, so essentia] for the growth and development
of the institutions,

6. Strengthening of the master’s degree programs in ail institutions offering
such programs be undertaken by these institutions so that holders of this
degree may be more effective additions to the facuities of colleges, universi-
ties, and jumor colleges.”

7. Reorientation of present doctoral programs offered by California institutions
be undertaken to insure that those recerving the degree and pianning to
enter college and university teaching possess the qualities not only of
scholars, but of scholar-teachers. Because the University of California
awarded 54.6 per cent of the doctorates given by California institutions for
the period 1952-53—1955-36, it has a parucular responsibility for the imple-
menting of this recommendation.

8. Because of the continual change in faculty demand and supply, the co-
ordinating agency annually collect pertinent data from all segments of
higher education in the state and thereby make possible the testing of the
assumptions underlyng this report.®

ADULT EDUCATION IN CALIFORNTA (See Chapter VIII)

I is recommended that:
1. The “Guiding Principles for Aduit Education in California’s Publicly Sup-
ported Institutions” as revised by the State Advisory Committee on Adult
Education in February, 1958, be continued as the policy framework within

"Asmmmpleci:huwidedﬂmdﬂpm:nwnded Pb.D.'s in shortage felds by
the Umiversicy of n 1959, a wmal of 31 accepred ponibons 1 industr at zn average
salary of $9.884 and 13 went mnro coilege teaching at an average salary of $6,075.

UOf 44 doctar’s d holders recently placed m college and umversity teaching outside

by the Sch and Coailege Placement Service of the Unrvemity of Califorma, Betkelav,
87percen:hsdmtadam£muforapmmnm0alifomm.

2 This is of parmcujar mm umwthe]mmueaesbemnserhehjgbmdegteehddhy
64.7 per cent of those newly appoinred 1n the [957-58 and 1958-39 was the mastsr’s
degree. Although all insttunons in the stare thoumopmte m this effort, the lsad should be
taken by the state colleges apd the Umiversity of California because of the high propormon of
all such degrees they award,
repart, prepared by the Jomnt Seaff for the Lisson Committes and enotled A Study
of Facuity Demand and Supplv n Californa Higher Education, 1957-1970 contams a recomimen-
dation, approved by both boards, for 1 re-exammanon iz 1960, A symlar procedure should be
followed with respect w this apaiyms,

[
[,
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which co-ordination 18 accomplished, such principles to be periodicaily ex-
amined in the light of changing conditions throughout the state.

2. The existing State Advisory Committee on Adult Education be responsible to
the co-ordinating agency and continue the responsibilities delegated to it by
action of the State Board of Education and The Regents of the University
of Californig in 1953. Furthermore, that the co-ordinating agency, to which
the Comnittee will annually report and to which it will make its recommen-
dations, provide the Committee with necessary staff assistance.

3. In order for the State Advisory Committee to be more fully representative
of agencies engaged 1n aduit education, it be enlarged to nclude the follow-
ing representatives, these to have the same length of terms as other members
of this committee:

a. A representative of the Agricultural Extension Service of the Unuversity
of California to be appointed by the President of the University.

b. A representative of the Independent Colleges and Universities of the
state to be appointed by the Association of Independent California Col-
leges and Universities.

4. In the long-range plans for providing opportunities in higher education to
the people of California provision for adequate state support of adult educa-
tion services be assured. However, in this determination of what the state
should support, effort be made to differentiate between those enrollees who
are pursuing a stated planned program with definite occupational or liberal
education objectives, and those who are enrolling in single courses for which
matriculation or prerequisites are absent.

TotaL EstrvaTeD Costs (See Chapter IX)

JUNIOR COLLEGE SUPPORT

It is recommended that:

1. Procedures be devised to assure that all funds allocated to and for junmtor
colleges for current expense or for capital outlay by the state be expended
only for jugior college purposes, and further that the law be clarified to
require that all funds recewved from county junior college twition funds for
use of buildings and equipment be expended solely for jumor college
purposes.

2. In view of the added local financial obligations, for both current expenses
and capital outlay, which will resuit from the Master Plan Survey recom-
mendations designed to divert to the junior colleges some 30,000 lower
division students from the 1975 estimates for the state colleges and the
University of Califorma, and the attendant savings to the state resulting
therefrom, the following actions be taken:

a. Procedures and methods be devised and adopted by the Legislature that
will increase the proportion of total current support paid to the junior
colleges from the State School Fund (augmented for this purpose) from

the approximately 30 per cent now in effect to appronimately 45 per cent,
to be achieved not later than 1975.
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b. A continuing program be devised and adopted by the Legsiature that
would distribute construction funds, either through grants or loans or
both, for capital outlay purposes annuaily to junior colleges as deter-
mined by growth, this program being for the purpose of assisting junior
colleges to mest the facility needs of projected earollments and of the
students to be diverted to the junior colleges,

All the territory of the state not now included within districts operating

junior colleges be brought into jumior college districts as rapudly as possible,

STUDENT FEES

For the state colleges and the University of California
it is recomsmended that:

1.

2.

3.

The two goverming boards reaffirm the long established principle that state
colleges and the University of California shall be twtion free to all residents
of the state.

not less than the state’s contribution to the average teaching expense per

mittee on Costs of Higher Education in the institution or system as
follows:

“Teaching expense is defined to include the cost of the salaries of the
instructors involved in teaching for the proportion of their time which
is concerned with instruction, plus the clercal salaries, supplies, equip-
ment and organized activities related to teaching.”

b. Other fees for services not directly related to mstruction.

Each system devise a fee structure and collect sufficient revenues to cover
such operating costs as those for laboratory fees, health, intercollegiate
athletics, student activities, and other services incidental to, but not directly
related to, instruction.

. The operation of ail such ancillary services for students as housing, feeding,

and parking be self-supporting. Taxpayers’ money shouild not be used to
subsidize, openly or covertly, the operation of such services. Because of the

general whick portions of amortization and interest payments are properiy

chargeable to operating expense, Consequently, it is recommended further
that the governing boards determine which of such costs are appropriate

———

14 The distinction between “tmtion’ a‘x‘:d "fee:-"i: as follows: “‘mition” is defiped as studene

for teachmg expense, whereas “fees” gre for @ the students for servicas not

charges
dima!ymhudmmuumn,mchahmkh.mnsdmgo than that directly related to the
w:hmmdmphmgumhnm&mmmd:hm
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charges to operating expense and include as much as possible of those with
other operating expenses of such anailary services.

5. Additional provisions be made for student aid and loans, particularly as fees
and nonresident tmition increase.

6. Periodically the governing boards recompute thewr per-student teaching ex-

" pense and set nonresident twtion accordingly. Periodicaily they recompute
the cost of operation of services such as feeding, housing, and parking, and
set fees for such services accordingly.

7. Each institution retain moneys collected from nonresident tuition.

8. All the above policies when approved by the two governing boards be appli-
cable immediately to the state colleges and the University of California,
and that they be applied to the junior colleges as a matter of state policy
and when applicable.

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that:

1. The foregoing recommendations, in the form approved by the two boards, be
transnutted by the Supenntendent of Public Instruction and the President
of the University to the Governor and to the Legislature through the char-
men of the lezislative commuttees on education.

2. The Superntendent of Pubhic Instruction and the President of the Univer-
sity be requested to call to the attention of the Governor the desirability
of including in any call for a Spetial Session of the Legislature in 1960 the
consideration of those recommendations which requuire legislative action.™

3. On behalf of the two boards, the Supenntendent of Public Instruction and
the President of the University express to the Governor and the Legisiature
appreciatton for this opportumty to place before them and the people of
California the views of the two governing boards on how best to meet the
difficult problems of hugher education in the next decade.

18 Sen Appendix 1 for acthions by the Specal Session of the 1960 Leguslature the recommenda-
tions m this repaxrt which require legislanve action. o



CurapTER II

ORGANIZATION AND PLAN FOR THE SURVEY

Because many of the recommendations contained in this report are
either direct outgrowths of earlier siudies or extensions of recom-
mendations found in such studies, it is important to include some
information on those studies which have had the greatest impact
on higher education in California. This information is briefly out-
lined in the following sections of this chapter.

EArLIER STUDIES OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA

California like many states has long been concerned about its
needs in higher education and the appropriate relationship among
the various segments, so that its needs would be met in the most
efficient and economical manner. As early as 1899, there was created
the California Educational Commission of 70 members to study the
state’s educational program and to make recommendations for its
improvement. Of interest today is the recommendation that legisia-
tion be enacted to provide “a uniform board for the governing of
normal schools.” This recommendation resulted in the enactment
of a law which placed the normal schools under the State Board of
Education.

In the intervening 60 years there have been many studies of edu-
cation in California under legislative authority as well as others by
the institutions themselves and other state agencies. Of particular
significance in terms of their impact on the development oi higher
education in California are the following:

1. The 1919 Study by a Joint Commistee of the Legisiature. This
report recommended that the state normal schools become state
teachers’ colleges. A statement which is of particular interest in the
light of the basic issue of structure, functions, and co-ordination is
the folowing:

Whether this [appropriate co-ordination] can be arranged for best by a

co-ordinating board, by consolhidation under one board, or by some ctaer
plan, the Commuttee leaves to the future to decide.’

1 Report of the Special Leguianve Computtee cn Educanion as authomzed by Senmate Concur-
ment Resolnton No. 21 by the Forty-tiurd Session of the Leguslature or California, 1920, p. 635,

[16]
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2. State Higher Education in California. This study, authorized
by the Legislature in 1931 and generally known as the “Suzzallo
Report,” ? contained a recommendation which resulted in the en-
actment of a law in 1933 providing for the establishment of a State
Council for Educational Planning and Co-ordination. The purpose
of this Council was “. . . to study problems affecting the relation-
ships between the schools of the public school system and the Uni-
versity of California and to make recommendations thereon jointly
to the State Board of Education and The Regents of the University
of California through the Superintendent of Public Instruction and
President of the University of California.” ? Although the legislation
creating this Council is still on the statute books, the committee has
not met since 1945,

3. A Report of a Survey of the Needs of California in Higher
Educagtion. This report, authorized by the Legislature in 1947 and
generally known as the “Strayer Committee Report,” * has exerted
great influence on the development of higher education in California.
One unique distinction of this report is that all of its recommenda-
tions were approved by the State Board of Education and all but
one (for subsistence scholarships) by The Regents of the University
of California.

4. A Restudy of the Needs of California in Higher Education?
This report resulted from a study authorized by the 1953 Legislature.
It is the most comprehensive of the legislative studies, containing
more than one hundred recommendations dealing with the major
aspects of the state’s program of higner education. Although space
does not permit the listing of the major recommendations approved
by the two governing boards, many references to them are made
throughout this report.

5. The Need for Additional Centers of Public Higher Education
in California.® This report, completed in 1956 and printed in 1957,

180 called becanse Henry Suzzailo wes then pramdent of t.he Carnegie Foundanon which made
the study. The report was actually encied State Higher Education m Califormia: Recommenda-
tions of the Commusion of Sevem, June 24, 1932. Socramento, Cabformus: Cahforma Staze Pranr-
mg Oﬁu.. 1933, pp. 29 and 31.

 Mprmaon O sﬁ”‘xsfm"isonmml e 2 D. S A Repors of a Sur

nme Deu , Aubrey trRyer, eport a ﬂ of
the Needs af Califormia_tm_Higher Educarion. Betkeley: Umversity of California Press, 7
3T, R. McConnell, T.C.Hnl,a.m:ll-{.H.Sﬂnm,ARmudyofm:Nudsodeafmm
Hu#ur Educttion. Sacramen Department of Education. -~
H. Semans and T. C.Holr,ASndyofth-NecdfwAddmond afPub!icnghcr
Edumon m Calsformia, Secramento: Califormia State Department of Ednannn 1957.
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was not authorized directly by the Legislature. It was undertaken
by the Liaison Committee of The Regents and the State Board of
Education following passage by the 1955 Legislature of three Assem-
bly bills, two Senate bills, five Assembly resclutions, four Senate
concurrent resolutions and one Assembly concurrent resolution, all
of which provided for studies of the need for state institutions of
higher education in particular areas of the state. Of these 15 meas-
ures, 14 were for studies of state college needs and one for an addi-
tional campus of the University. This report, developed in conform-
ity with a set of principles,” contains priority lists based on projected
enrollments for the state colleges and the University. Of the four
state colleges approved by the 1957 Legislature, three—Alameda,
Stanislaus, and a college to serve the North Bay Area—were in the
top seven of the state college priority list, and the three new campuses
—Southeast Los Angeles-Orange County, South Central Coast, and
San Diego—also approved by The Regents in 1957, are the top three
in the University priority list. Chapter IT of the Additional Centers *
study gives further detail regarding the various efforts to co-ordinate
higher education in the state.

In commenting on the principles around which the report was
developed, the November, 1957 issue of the Tax Digest, published
by the California Taxpayers Association, contained the following
editorial comment: “Publicly supported higher education in Califor-
nia is one of the most costly activities of the State government. The
sound principles stated by this Liaison Committee of The Regents
of the University and the State Board of Education merit the support
and backing of taxpayers.”

CaEaTIiON OF THE Liarson COMMTITTEE

No action taken during the past half-century has had a greater
impact on the development and direction of higher education than
has the establishment of the Liaison Committee of the two boards,
which was created by resolution in 1945, It is interesting to note that
at this time the State Council on Educational Planning and Co-
ordination ceased to function. Both the 1947 and the 1953 legisla-
tive studies mentioned earlier were conducted under the general

T Ibid., p
" H, I-I.Se:nmmd'l' C. Holy, ASudyoftthudfwAddiﬂoudCemofPubHc Higher
m Califorma. Secament:; Calforma S tate Department of Educanon, |
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direction of the Liaison Committee. As evidence of the confidence
which the Legslature had in this committee, when the legislative
committees in 1953 were considering whether there should be another
study of higher education, there seemed to be gemeral agreement
that whatever study was authorized it would be under the direction
of the Liaison Committee. Consequently, the legislation authorizing
a restudy of the needs of California in higher education did not fix
responsibility for making the study.

Further evidence of this confidence is found in the wording of the
authority for this study, Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88,
which requests “the Liaison Committee of the State Board of Educa-
tion and The Regents of the University of California . . . to pre-
pare a master plan for the development, expansion, and integration
of the facilities, curriculum, and standards of higher education, in
junior colleges, state colleges, the University of California, and other
institutions of higher education of the State, to meet the needs of
the State during the next ten years and thereafter. . . .” Although
the Liaison Committee is entirely voluntary and can be terminated
by action of either or both boards, it has been remarkably successful
in baving its recommendations approved by the two boards. Of 53
major recommendations transmitted to the two boards by the Com-
mittee since its creation in 1945 up to the beginning of this study
in 19359, altogether 54 were approved by The Regents of the Univer-
sity of California and 53 by the State Board of Education; of 18
recommendations requiring legislative action, such action was taken
on 16. Further proof of this success is found in the fact that all of
the 63 recommendations of this present report were unanimously
approved by both boards on December 18, 19565.

Despite the record of agreements reached, the present co-ordinat-
ing machinery has certain weaknesses, which are pointed out in
Section B of the Restzdy beginning on page 296. Among these are
(a) inadequate representation of junmior college interests, (b) the
fact that the members of the Joint Staff represent the parties to the
Liaison Committee (State Board of Education and The Regents
of the University) rather than the Committee itself, and (c) “. ..
its inability to provide continuing analyses of the extent to which
agreements between the state colleges and the University have been
carried out in practice.” Moreover, since the co-ordinating machinery
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is voluntary, it has no power to insist that agreements reached by the
two boards are actually observed.

ORIGIN AND PrLan oF MASTER Pran SURVEY

Several factors combined to bring about the Master Plan Survey.
Among these were the following:

1.

The introduction in the 1959 Legislature of 23 bills, three reso-
lutions and two constitutional amendments designed (a) either
to establish or to study the need for new institutions, (b)
change the functions of the existing institutions, and (c) change
the present structure for the organijzation, control, and admin-
istration of publicly supported higher education in the state.
It is important to note here that once agreement was reached
on the form in which Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88
would be passed, both the Education Committees in the Assem-
bly and Senate agreed to forego further consideration on any
of these measures until the Master Plan Survey was completed.

The state’s general finance picture and the necessity for the
passage by the 1959 Legislature of several new tax measures.

- Actions taken by the two governing boards in their joint meet-

ing on April 15, 1959. Chief among these are the following
declarations:

a. The new campuses aiready approved for the state colleges and the Uni-
versity should be placed in operation as soon as the fiscal condition of
the State will permut.

b. No new state coileges or campuses of the University, other than those
already approved, shall be established until adequate junior college fa-
cilities have been provided, the determmation of adequacy to be based
on studies made under the direction of the Liaison Commuttee.

¢. No new campus for the state colleges or for the University of California,
other than those already approved, shall be established without prior
approval of both boards.

d. The Governor and the State Legisiature be requested to approve only
those bills and appropnation 1tems which conform to this understanding,

e. That the State Board of Education and The Regents of the University
of Califormia, in joint session assembied, endorse and recommend to the
Legisiature the passage of Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 38.

f. That the State Board of Education and The Regents of the University
of Califorruz, in joint session, endorse n principle the idea of state
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assistance for capital outlay for jumior colleges at such times as state
finances permit.

Following these actions the California Assembly passed Assembly
Resolution Number 242, which contains this statement:

Resolved by the Assembly of the State of Califormia that the Assembly

commends the members of the State Board of Education and the Board of

Regents of the University of California for this fine work and co-operation
in respect to the problems presently conironting higher education.

4. Weakening of the voluntary co-ordinating machinery by certain
unilateral actions taken by the boards in violation of existing
agreements and on matters of mutual concern which had not
first been considered by the Liaison Committee.

Since Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88 requests the Liaison
Committee to develop a Master Plan for Higher Education in the
state, that committee, immediately after the April 15, 1959, joint
meeting of the two boards, when endorsement was given to the
pending Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88, began to develop
a plan for the study. In the development of this plan two items were
of particular significance: (1) the decision of legislative leaders not
to appropriate any money for the study, and (2) the shift of the
completion date from 1961 to February 1, 1960.

In view of these and other factors taken into account, the Liaison
Committee at its meeting on June 3, 1959, recommended to the
parent boards the following plan of organization for the study:

1. The Liaison Committee shzll be responsibie for directing the basic study

required by Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 388, and by the Apml 15,
1959, action of the two boards.

2. When matters pertaining to the study are under consideration, the Liaison
Commuttee will invite to sit with it, in an advisory capacity, members of the
Senate and Assembly designated by those bodies, and representatives of the
State Department of Finance and the Legislative Analyst.

3. The study committee for the Master Plan shall consist of the two members

of the Joint Staff, augmented by

a. A chairman, agreed to by the Superintendent of Public Instruction and
the President of the University.

b. A representative of the State Colleges nominated by the Superintendent
of Public Instruction and approved by the State Board of Education.

. A representative of the University of Californiz nominated by the Presi-
dent of the University and approved by The Regents,
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d. A representative of the Junior Colleges, selected by joint agreement of
the Superintendent of Public Instruction and the President of the Univer-
sity from a panel of three nomumated by the California Jumior College

Assodation.
4. The Joint Advisory Committes shail continue to be, as determined at the
time of its creation by the Liaison Committee: . . . adwisory to the Super-

3. The study commuttee shail submat progress reports, at least monthly, to the
Liaison Committee with copies to the Joint Advisory Committee, and 2
representative or representatives of the study committee shall be invited
to the meetings of the Liaison Committee when these reports are discussed.
The Joint Advisory Committes shail be asked to comment on and to make

The above recommended plan was approved by The Regents in
June, 1959, and by the State Board of Education in July, 1959. By
subsequent action the plan was modified to add to the study com-
mittee (later designated as the Master Plan Survey Team) a Joint
Staff member to represent the junior colleges to be selected by the
California Junior College Association and a representative of the
independent institutions in the state to be selected by the Association
of Independent California Colleges and Universities.

ProBLEMS 10 BE STUDIED

In addition to the general Plan of organization for the study, the
Liaison Committee at its June 3, 1959, meeting accepted as a guide
and general outline the following problems to be included in the
Master Plan study:

A. What is the size of the student enrollments in higher education in California
to be served by 1975, and how wil they be distributed among the State’s
junior colleges, state colleges, private colleges, and the University of Cali-
fornia?

1. Should admission requirements be modified to change this distribution?
2. What are the enrollment projections by years to 1975 for existing indi-

vidual state colleges and campuses of the University of California? What
are these projections as modified by the Master Plan?

B. What should be the appropriate differentiation of functions among the
junior colleges, state colleges, and the Umiversity of California in the light
of present and prospective circumstances?
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C. What is the recommended prionty list and time schedule for establishing
new University and state college campuses? This priority list should desig-
nate the approximate location of each included mstitution. In what areas
in the State are there needs now and by 1970 for additional junior college
facilities?

D. What is the estimated cost to the State for public higher education in the
decade ahead for both capital outlay and annual operation? (These est-
mates should take into account the Master Plan prority list.)

1. What proportion of the cost of jumior college education for both opera-
tion and capital outlay should be borne by the State and what proportion
by the local districts? Is there a need for 2 change of preseat State policy
with respect to the support of junior colleges?

2. How many lower division students who would normally enroll in a state
college or campus of the University can be shifted to the junior colleges,
and how can the districts meet additional costs resulting therefrom?

3. How much of the cost of public higher education shouid be borne by
the students? Should the present fee structure be altered?

4. What econom:es can be effected m the operation of the existing 1nstitu-
tions? Consideration should be given to economies m current operation,
1n capital cutlay, and in the use of present physical facilities.

E. What 1s Cabforma’s ability to pay for the future development of public
higher education in the State?

1. What proportion of the State’s budget has been and is now allocated for
the support of public ugher education? How does this compare with the
efforts made to support public higher education in other states?

2. What are the probable supplemental (non-State) resources for financing
public lugher education i Califormia which mught be tapped?
F. What plan 1s recommended for the orgamzation, control, and administration
of publicly supported higher education in Califorma?

1. What cnteria should be met by the plan recommended, and what specific
functions should 1t serve?

2. How should the recommended plan be implemented?

TEcENICAL COMMITTEES

On recommendation of the Survey Team, the Liaison Committee at
its July 8, 1959, meeting approved establishing technical committees
to study each of the following areas and to report to the team
regarding the results of their studies:

Enrollment Projections

Selection and Retention of Students

California’s Ability to Finance Higher Education
Costs of Higher Education
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Institutional Capacities and Area Needs
Adult Education.’

The membership of the various committees involved in the study
and their relationship one to the other are shown in Figure 1. It
will be seen from this chart that the technical committees are directly
responsible to the Master Plan Survey Team, which in turn is directly
responsible to the Liaison Committee, the committee which in the
words of Assembly Concurrent Resolution No. 88 is requested to
“prepare a master plan.” It will be further noted from the fgure
that the representatives of the Legislature and other state agencies
are advisory to the Liaison Committee and that the Joint Advisory
Committee is advisory both to the Liaison Committee and the Master
Plan Survey Team.

A comparison of the major items in the general plan of the study
with the areas covered by technical committees will show three major
areas not included in the committee assignments. These are differen-
tiation of functions, recommended priority lists for the establishment
of new institutions, and the structure, functior, and co-ordination
of publicly supported higher education in the state, The first of these
was assigned to the Joint Advisory Committee whose membership
was augmented for the duration of the study by the appointment of
the presidents of four independent institutions. This committee, like
the technical committees, submitted its report directly to the Master
Plan Survey Team. The priority list was developed jointly by the
Technical Committee on Institutional Capacities and Area Needs
and the Survey Team. The third major area—structure, function and
co-ordination—was dealt with directly by the Survey Team.

FINANCIAL SUPPORT AND STAFF ASSISTANCE

The Department of Finance made available $21,000 from its emer-
gency fund to pay for the services and expenses of the Joint Staif
member added to represent the junior colleges and the representa-
tive of the independent institutions on the Master Plan Survey Team
and for the travel expenses of committee members from the junior
colleges and the independent institutions. Other assistance, both in
terms of funds and staff, was furnished by the University of Cali-

fornia and the State Department of Education.

°Tomhthcsmdrinchuﬁeidtheﬁlmu00mmmeappmedappmnmgcheemng
Scare Advisory Commuttee on Adult Education, which 15 one of the permagent committess 1o the
co-oxdinarmg machinery.
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NATURE OF THE SURVEY REPORTS

Rather than a single report which would include the substance
of the technical committee reports and consequently be large in
size, several reports were decided on as follows:

1. A separate summary report prepared by the Master Plan Survey
Team for the Liaison Committee to include the major findings,
conclusions, and recommendations, and to include only a mini-
mum of supporting data.

2. Separately bound reports by each of the technical committees.
These include supporting evidence for the conclusions and
recommendations found in the summary report.

Within the general plan of the study as approved by the Liaison
Committee and the two governing boards, the Master Plan Survey
Team made general assignments to the techmical committees. In
addition, a member of the Survey Team was appointed as advisor to
each of the committees and some general suggestions on format,
paging, table numbering, and the like were sent them. Beyond these,
however, the committees were free to develop their reports as they
saw fit.
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STRUCTURE, FUNCTION, AND
CO-ORDINATION

The task of the Survey Team has been to obtain a formula that
will seek two objectives. First, it must guard the state and state
funds against unwarranted expansion and unhealthy competition
among the segments of public higher education. Second, it must pro-
vide abundant collegiate opportunities for qualified young people
and give the segments and institutions enough freedom to furnish the
diverse higher educational services needed by the state.

Although structure, function, and co-ordination are each suffi-
ciently important to warrant a separate chapter, they are discussed
together because of their intimate interrelationship. As the Survey
proceeded, it became obvious that no one of the three probiems could
be settled alone; the solution of each required determinations for
the other two. Long negotiations and extensive consultation produced
a delicately balanced consensus among the three segments. The
agreement that has been reached is essentially a “compact”; it must
be fostered and refined, and care must be exercised that modifica-
tions do not emasculate it.

A “package” acceptable to all segments required compromises.
Frank recognition of the needs and desires of each segment and of
relative priorities among them was an essential starting point. The
junior colleges sought fuller recognition of their role and a mecha-
nism to arrest the projected decline in their proportion of lower divi-
sion students. The state colleges wanted “the efficiency of freedom”
to manage their own affairs, the authority to enter the research field,
and a potential role in graduate education beyond the master’s level.
The University wanted to expand in proportion to the growth of
the state and was concerned lest changes undermine its quality
standards for graduate and professional education and jeopardize
its premier role in advanced training and research. All segments,
plus the independent colleges and universities and the general public,
have an obvious stake in setting up a co-ordinating agency to collect

[27]
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facts and figures, to check compliance with agreements, and to act
as a “watchdog” in preventing duplication and in assuring optimum
utilization of facilities and maximum quality at minimum cost.

THE QUEST For Propen OrcantzaTron

The machinery for governing state-supported higher education in
California: has been about as diverse as could be conceived. The
junior colleges, although regulated by state law and financed in
part by state funds, have been highly decentralized and have an-
swered primarily to the Jocal districts that created them and provide
most of their support. The state colleges have been subject to some
direct contro} by several state agencies to the extent that many
functions that are normally in the province of a governing board

Considerable diversity in organizational pattern would remain even
if each segment were assigned an “ideal” interna] mechanism, Never-

theless, many common characteristics and requirements of the three

Underlying much of the, following exposition on the government

Survey Team, that educational policy ought to be free from political
interference and externa] controls. This conviction has been effec-

. effectuve, responsible Mmanagement of the academc nstitution 1s more
likely to resuit from aving authonty to strong, able boards of lay trustees

t The Effictency Freedom. R the Commuree Government and K Educarion,
Milwon S. Emen.hovl;.efr, &&LM= Johns Hap'h:: Pru:.mwﬂ, P VL “her
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JUNIOR COLLEGES

The junior colleges have been, and ought to be, community based
and locally controlled. However, they are part of the public school
system; they exercise a state function; and they are financed with,
substantial amounts of state funds. Consequently, general goals and
standards should be set forth in the Education Code so that the state
has authority to enforce the legal provisions pertaining to them.

No real reduction of local autonomy is proposed by the Survey
Team; however, it does suggest setting up uniform rules to cover
several matters in which school districts previously have adopted
their own procedures. For example, these suggestions include the
definition of legal residence for noaresident tuition purposes and
the standardization of probation and dismissal practices. The local
board should remain the governing body, with the decided balance
of control.

A majority of the Survey Team believes that most junior colleges
should be operated by boards of their own rather than by unified or
high school district boards. The chances of obtaining a faculty of
college caliber, students of maturity, and added collegiate prestige
appear to be greater when junior colleges are operated by junior
college boards.

Although local authorities have been permitted very largely to
control their activities, the junior colleges could use somewhat more
attention than they have been receiving from the state agencies
that are charged by law with making rules and regulations for them.
If relieved of responsibilities for the State College System, as the
Survey Team recommends, both the State Board of Education and
the Superintendent of Public Instruction should have opportunity
to give additional attention and positive leadership to this large
and important segment of higher education.

STATE COLLEGES

With regard to their control, the state colleges have occupied a
middle ground between that of the decentralized control of junior
colleges and the centralized control of the University of California.
Authority over them has been fragmented, with most of it nominally -
vested in the Superintendent of Public Instruction and the State
Board of Education. However, much control has been exercised alsa
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by the Department of Finance, the Public Works Board, the State
Personnel Board, the Division of Architecture, and other agencies.
The Legislature itself commonly has taken the initiative in estab-
lishing new colleges and locating them. Lacking a governing board
that can give them undivided attention or that has full power over
them, the state colleges have received a large measure of their lead-
ership from their presidents.

In the opinion of the Survey Team, the state colleges should be
piaced under the control of a governing board and should be cen-
trally administered by a chief executive officer who would have real
authority but be responsible to the board. The board should be an
independent one, created by a constitutional amendment that clearly
spells out the division of labor among the public segments of higher
education and provides co-ordinating machinery through which all
segments could consult and settle jurisdictional questions.

The state colleges have been most in need of freedom from detailed
and sometimes conflicting state administrative controls. With the
creation of an independent governing board and the appointment
of a state-wide executive officer, the State College System would be
“tgoled up” to accept the responsibility that comes with authority.
The degree of autonomy should be substantial, but substantial auton-
omy in no way implies that the Legislature or the Governor should
abdicate their ultimate control over the level of support. The new
board should have full Tesponsibility for funds appropriated to the
system and for its internal policies. Reports should be made by the
board, and it should be subject to post-audit of its financial trans-
actions. Line-item, pre-audit, and other detailed fiscal controls by
the State Department of Finance should be terminated; full fiscal
authority should be vested in the governing board. Doing so would
not necessarily mean greater expenditures but would mean rather
that the money would be spent for purposes educators deem the
most essential.

To carry out recommended changes will require more centraliza-
tion in the state college state-wide administration. A central staff
of business and academic officers must be assigned such tasks as
setting standards of performance acd checking compliance. The
initial complement of additional state-wide personnel probably need
not exceed the full-time equivalent (FTE) of those in various depart-
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ments now providing services to the state colleges. But the power
and responsibility must rest with the governing board, which should
be comparable in autonomy, composition, and terms of office to The
Regents of the University.

UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

The Uni(rersity traditionally has been both autonomous and cen-
tralized. Its autonomy derives from the State Constitution, which
makes it “a public trust” and vests its government in The Regents.
Much of its distinctien has been made possible, in the opinion of the
Survey Team, by the independence and stability that come from its
autonomous position and the long terms of the appointive Regents.
The ex officio membership of the Governor, Lieutenant-Governor,
and Speaker provides a built-in co-ordination with the executive and
legislative branches of government.

Designed to conduct the affairs of a single institution, the Univer-
sity administration adapted rather slowly to fit the changed circum-
stances that followed establishment of new campuses in various sec-
tions of the state. Chief campus officers, now called chancellors on
general campuses, were given added authority and status, and decen-
tralization of business and fiscal operations has proceeded rapidly
since 1958. The Academic Senate, to which The Regents have dele-
gated responsibility for important educational matters, has set up
divisional unmits on each general campus, still retaining sectional
machinery in northern and southern California, and recently has
expanded its state-wide organization for purposes of co-ordination.

The Survey Team has been careful not to recommend any changes
that might encourage tampering with the constitutional autonomy
of the University. Article IX, Section 9 of the State Constitution
must be preserved; chipping away at the foundations on which the
quality of the University rests should not be countenanced. Inside
the University, however, much remains to be done to achieve proper
administrative balance between the central whole and the operating
campuses. Individual campuses need a larger measure of initiative
in operations; officers with state-wide responsibility should not have
administrative line controls over local campus functions. Final au-
thority over University policies and operation rests with The Regents
and the President, as it should, but University operation will benefit
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ards, and co-ordinating programs.

CONCLUSIONS ON STRUCTURE

After the first months of consideration, the Survey Team con-
cluded that three major possibilities for restructuring the state higher
education deserved more thorough consideration: (1) a single gov-
erning board for hoth the state colleges and the University: (2) a

governing board, Throughout the study some members of the Survey
Team have insisted that they would advocate 3 one-board plan unjess

the “compact” wag finally approved. At no time, however, did a
specific version or draft of a single-board plan receive wide accept-
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a huge system, making the board in effect legislative rather than
governing; (4) neglect of some aspects of higher education; and (5)
leaving the junior colleges out of the co-ordination.

As an alternative to- a single governing board, a superboard
standing above the existing governing boards in matters of common
concern was given consideration. Such a board of higher education
might follow the Texas or Oklahoma patterns. Lyman A. Glenny, in
Autonomy of Public Colleges: The Challenge of Co-ordination,® re-
ports that nearly all systems of co-ordination established since 1950
are of the multiboard, co-ordinating agency type, with co-ordination
provided by a superboard. In practice, he found that this type of
co-ordination does not afford individual institutions more initiative
and freedom than do state-wide governing boards.

Circumstances peculiar to California make the superboard difficult
to establish here. The University of California has autonomy guar-
anteed under Article IX, Section 9, of the State Constitution. A
superboard could not be established over The Regents without con-
stitutional amendment. The Survey Team agreed that the status
of the University should not be tampered with and, moreover, that
a constitutional change opposed by one segment was unlikely to be
adopted.

Having weighed these circumstances and other disadvantages of
the first two plans, the Survey Team in October, 1959, put aside
these plans and turned its attention to putting togzther a “package”’
that would achieve the optimum educational service to the state. The
fact became increasingly obvious that the majority on one and per-
haps both boards would oppose a-one governing board plan. The
risks to University independence, if Article IX, Section 9, of the
State Constitution came up for amendment, appeared very great.
Then came the breakthrough of early December, 1939, when, for
the first time, representatives of the state colleges and the Univer-
sity were able to agree on the general terms of a compact designed
to settle the outstanding problems of machinery of government, divi-
sion of labor, and co-ordination. The text of that agreement, as
subsequently approved by the State Board of Educaticn and The
Regents of the University, appears in the recommendations at the
end of this chapter.

2 Lyman A. Glenny, Autonomy of Public Collegess Ths Challengs of Co-crdinatzon. New York:
McGaaw-Hill Book Ca., 1959, p. 2564
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The Survey Team, having presided over the formulation of this
compact, supports it unanimously and vigorously. It has enormous
advantages over the existing situation, which is marked by undue
competition, fragmented responsibility, unnecessary duplication, and
lack of co-ordination. An unprecedented number of young people
are just about to reach college age; demands will be made for huge
amounts of funds for operations and capital outlay. The Survey
Team is convinced that if this compact is put into effect it will en-
gender efficient and economical operation of all three segments of
public higher education. California simply must put its higher edu-
cational house in order,

THE FUNCTIONS oF THE SEGMENTS

The values of division of lahor are widely recognized—in the home,
in the labor force, and among the nations of the world. They received
at least implied recogdition in higher education when California in
its first years of statehood provided for both a state university and
& state normal school. Until after World War I, few jurisdictional
questions arose among the University, the teacher-training instity-
tions, and the junior colleges that made their appearance beginning
in 1907.

Initially, the University provided all state-supported higher edu-
cational services except teacher training, which it shared with the
normal schools. The University long demonstrated a reluctance to
launch general campuses in other parts of the state, even though
it made the decision to expand into a second metropolitan area in
1919, when The Regents accepted the Legislature’s offer to transfer
the Los Angeles Normal School.

Meanwhile the normal schools—later the state teachers colleges,
and still later the state colleges, paralleling developments in other
states—expanded in numbers, in enrollments, and in curricular offer-
ings. They added to teacher training both vocational-occupational
education and general libera] education. After World War II they
expanded enormously, with new colleges, broader curricula, and grad-
uate work through the master's degree. Despite stress on functional
differentiation, the undergraduate programs of the state colleges and
the University appeared increasingly similar.
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The junior colleges also grew rapidly. From the beginning they
recognized dual purposes—transfer and terminal. The late William
Henry Snyder, a pioneer in the junior college movement, once stated
its aims:

The junior college is generaily conceded to have two rather distinct func-
tions. Qne ‘of these is to duplicate the curricula of the first two years of the
university. . . . The other 15 to be of service to that great group of high

school graduates who feel that they have not the time, money, or academic
desire to spend four more years in study.’

By the time of the Strayer study, the problem of division of labor
among the public segments was becoming acute. The report stated
one principle of differential functions:

The vocational or occupational level for which training is provided by
these [state college] curmculz lies between the level that can be supplied

by the two-year traming of the junior colleges and the professional schools
of the University.*

The staff of the Restudy, convinced that the principle of differen-
tiation was sound, recommended:
. . . that the junior colleges continue to take particular respensibility for
technical curriculums, the state colleges for occupational curriculums, and

the University of California for graduate and profesmonal education and
research.”

Both studies recognized that many similarities of function would
occur. All three segments, for example, share general education at
the lower division level, and both the state colleges and the Univer-
sity engage in teacher training. Indeed, the similarities are often
more striking than the differences.

In practice, differentiation of functions has been difficult to em-
force. In 1953 substantial agreement was reached on the division of
engineering education between the state colleges and the University,
but by 1959 it was honored in the breach as well as in the chserv-
ance. Reasons for the breakdown are numerous. Agreements were
often thought to he one-sided, imposed by the University on the
state colleges. Some people argue that static arrangements are un-

A New T of College T, g: An [Qustrated Symponium of the Los Angelss Jumsor
Colls, ‘s...;z..’?‘m..; legs Tropumg: dn [Dustrased Symposum of rone. 1952 305

+ ) Deursch, Aunl A. Douglasy, and George D. Smayer, A Repors or the Survev
of ;igu Needs of Calsforma m Higher Education. Berkeley: Universicy of California Press, 1948,
®{T. R McConnell, T. C. Holy, and-H. H. Semans, A Restudy of the Needs of Califorma m
Highar Educarton. Saczamentos Califorma State Deparmment of Educauon, 1955, p. 89.
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suitable for dynamic situations imposed by the changing needs of
society. Some agreements or understandings made by the two boards
have been nullified by legislative action or by a particular institution.

The problem of functions was referred to the Joint Advisory Com-
mittee ? in March, 1959, three months before the Survey Team came
into being, After the Survey was launched, the team asked the Joint
Advisory Committee to continue its work on the problem. Its report,
entitled “Public Higher Education in California, Functions of the
Junior Colleges, State Colleges, and the University of California,”
was completed October 13, 1959. The Joint Advisory Committee was
unable to reach agreement on the most controversial issue: the pro-
posal to permit the state colleges to award the doctorate. It finally
proposed the appointment of a commission to study the need for
additional college teachers and the best ways to meet the need.

Utilizing the Joint Advisory Committee statement, the Survey Team
formulated a briefer statement of functions for inclusion in the pro-
posed constitutional amendment on structure, function, and co-ordina-
tion. As recommended by the Survey Team and approved in principle
by the Liaison Committee, and by the State Board of Education and
The Regents in joint session on December 18, 1959, the functions
are as follows: (These also appear as a part of the proposed consti-
tutional amendment at the end of this chapter).

Said public junior colleges shall offer wstruction through but not beyond
the 13th and 14th grade level, including but not limuted to ope or more of
the following: (a) standard collegiate courses for transfer to higher instjtu-
tions; (b) vocational-technical fields leading to employment, and (c) general

or liberal arts courses, Studies in each field may lead to the Associate in
Arts or Associate in Science degree.

education, both for undergraduate students and graduate students through
the master's degree. The doctoral degree may be awarded jointly with the
Umversity of California, as heremnafter provided. Faculty research, using
facilities provided for and consistent with the primary funcuon of the state
colleges, is authorized, . .

The University shall provide instruction in the Liberaj arts and sciences,
and in the professions, mcluding teacher education, and shall have exclusive

*On recommenduton of the Liazson Commirree the State Board of Educanon at itg meetmg
on_December 17, 1958, and The Regenrs of the Unryers; th meetin December 19,
1958, tha cresnan of the Jone Advisory Cmmmr:e,.:vh:g mnmsgagnfmn representa-

minesnadwsorrnothnSuenn::ndentafPubthnstmmon.th Prenid fl';.U y
and the Joint Staf for the I?mson Commuree, € e of the Unwersicy
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jurisdiction over traming for the professions (including but not by way of
limtanion) ? dentistry, law, medicine, veterinary medicine, and graduate archi-
tecture. The University shall have the sole authonty in public higher educa-
tion to award the doctor’s degree in all fields of learning, except that it may
agree with the state coileges to award jomnt doctoral degrees in selected felds.
The University shall be the primary state-supported academic agency for
research, and The Regents shall make reasonable provision for the use of
its library and research facilities by qualified members of the faculties of
other higher educational institutions, public and prnvate.

Writing a statement of functions into the Constitution will bring
about real advantages. Not only will the differentiation of functions
have the force of law, but also the difficulty of amendment will give
a new area of stability to public higher education. Enforcement, the
weakest link in the old liaison machinery, can be achieved by legal
processes. The krnotty problem of the doctorate is settled without
denying participation to the state colleges, yet providing assurance
that high standards will prevail. Sharing of library and research
facilities can augment scholarly production and assure fuller use
of cultural assets without great extra cost to the state. Inclusion in
the Constitution of a definition of functions should help greatly in
eliminating duplication and provide a standard that can be used by
each segment to judge which of its programs are marginal or periph-
eral to its functions.

If this statement of functions is written into the Constitution, the
question arises as to whether the boards should adopt additional
and more detailed ones, such as the one prepared by the Joint Ad-
visory Committee. The Survey Team approved with some amend-
ments the greater part of the Joint Advisory Committee statement,
and favorable action was taken on the recommended version by the
Liaison Committee on December 17, 1959. (This statement on func-
tions as amended by the Survey Team appears in Appendix II to
this report.) The statement was removed from the agenda of the
joint boards on December 18. The team suggests that the Joint Ad-
visory Committee report be referred by the Liaison Committee to
the new Co-ordinating Council when it is established and that the
section of the report entitled “Extension Programs and Adult Edu-
cation” be referred by the Committee to the State Advisory Com-
mittee on Adult Education.

TThe draft of the propused construtioral amendment, by mutual agreement, omus the phrase
“including but not by way of limitancn.”
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THE MACHINERY OF Co-ORDINATION

The Liaison Committee since 1945 has had a remarkable record
of agreements reached, but the fact is increasingly obvious that
enforcement will require more sanctions than are available at pres-
ent. If the demands of the state for rational development and maxi-
mum economy in higher education are to be met, the co-ordinating
agency will require considerable influence.,

Early in its wark the Survey Team’s attention was called to an
opinion of the Legislative Counsel (Kleps to Donahoe, August 27,
1959, No. 239), which indicated that a strong co-ordinating body
could not be established by statute, even though The Regents con-
sented. Proceeding on the assumption that a constitutional amend-
ment is unlikely to pass if opposed by any one segment, the team
then undertook to work out the composition of a co-ordinating agency
that would be acceptable to all segments.

Assuming that the state colleges and the University would be rep-
resented through two separate governing boards, the team gave atten-
tion to appropriate representation of the junior colleges and the inde-
pendent institutions. The State Board of Education will continue
to be the chief state policy body concerned with the junior colleges:
however, the junior colleges are primarily locally based and their
most authentic spokesmen are from associations composed of local
board members and administrators, not state agencies. Independent
higher education is also difficult to represent, for its organizations
are private associations. The team recognized the justice of participa-
tion by junior colleges and independent institutions, particularly
when decisions affecting them are being made, but found no simple
way to arrange representation and voting privileges.

From the beginning considerable sentiment existed for an agency
of co-ordination with “public” members not connected with any seg-
ment of higher education. States with strong co-ordinating boards
(New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas) are composed exclusively of
“public” members, appointed by the Governor. Two recently organ-
ized agencies have part “public” (Wisconsin, four of fifteen, Utah
six of nine) and part segmental. The pattern of voluntary co-ordina-
tion in Ohio, Indiana, and California is to have all members drawn
from or chosen by the segments. 8

* For a _careful analyms of co-ordineting plans, see Lyman A, Glenny, Automomy of Public
Collages: The Challenge of Co-ovdination, New York. McGraw-Eiil Eook Ca., 1959,
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After careful consideration, the Survey Team decided to recom-
mend a body composed exclusively of segmental representatives in
order to assure informed members. Lay representation predominates
at the governing board level, and the majority of the proposed Co-
ordinating Council probably would consist of laymen representing
boards. Experience of the Survey Team has shown that authentic
representatives of the® several segments quickly penetrate to the
beart of higher educational problems. The problems of co-ordination
require a degree of expertness that someone new to higher education
is unlikely to have or soon acquire.

Having decided to recommend a Co-ordinating Council of 12 (three
each from the junior colleges, the state colleges, the University, and
independent institutions), the team faced the problem of voting. To
relieve the junior colleges and the independent institutions of the
unenviable role of casting deciding ballots in matters pertaining only
to the state colleges and the University, the team determined that
several types of questions would be decided on different bases. All
members would vote on all questions, and all votes would be re-
corded; on the selection or dismissal of a director of the staff of
the Council, all votes would count with eight of the 12 being required
for effective action. Effective action on a matter pertaining to junior
colleges would require the affirmative vote of five (including two
junior college representatives) of the nine jumior college, state col-
lege, and University representatives. Effective action on state college
and University matters would require the affirmative vote of four
of the six state college and University members. Procedural matters
would be determined by rule of the Council.” Figure 2 shows graph-
ically this co-ordination structure.

The proposed Co-ordinating Council will have advisory functions
to review operating budget and capital outlay requests, to interpret
functional differentiation on programs, to study new facilities and
programs, and to advise The Regents, the State College Trustees, the
Governor, the Legislature, and other appropriate state officials regard-
ing these matters. It will have a director and technical staff, and it
will have power to require data from the public institutions. Its effec-
tiveness and its influence with the governing boards, the Governor,
the Legislature, and the public will flow from its mastery of the prob-

*This is pot specfically stated the ved mmendacons, b the Survey report
attempts to clanfy the recamn:ndauol:s.. P e e
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lems of higher education. If the Council, along with its staff, performs
well, confidence in its recommendations and their rate of acceptance
will be high. The Survey Team places high reliance on the impartial
directorship and staff and in the persuasiveness of the facts and fig-
ures that will be assembled by them.

THE ProrosEDp CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT

The kernel of the Survey’s proposals on structure, function, and
co-ordination is contained in the proposed constitutional amendment.
The basic agreement, approved in principle by the State Board of
Education and The Regents at their joint meeting of December 18,
1959, is of fundamental importance both to the future of public
higher education and to the fiscal solvency of the state. Although it
contains some details, particularly on co-ordination, that under ordi-
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nary circumstances might not be included there, the Survey Team
advises embodying the basic plan in the Constitution. Adoption of an
amendment that includes the provisions here recommended will lay
the basis for orderly development of public higher education for
decades to come.

As stated at the outset of this chapter, the plan is a “package” of
interrelated items. If substantive amendments are made that are not
agreeable to the parties to the compact, the amended instrument
should be dropped by mutual consent. The team cannot advise on
appropriate strategy to be employed in prcposing the constitutional
amendment or in obtaining its ratification. If the Governor puts the
matter on a special session call, it can be considered by the Legisla-
ture in 1960.*° If it is not placed on a call or if the Legislature fails to
approve a satisfactory constitutional amendment, consideration might
be given to proposing the plan through the initiative process.

The text that follows is not in final form for submission to the
Legislature or to the electorate. A perfected draft must come from
the segments’ attorneys and from the Legislative Counsel. The recom-
mendations that follow, however, do contain the essence of what is
thought to be a reasonable and viable proposition.

BECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that:

1. An amendment be proposed to add a new section to Article IX
of the State Constitution providing that public higher educa-
tion shall consist of the jumior colleges, the State College Sys-
tem, and the University of California. Each shall strive for
excellence in its sphere, as assigned in this section.

2. The junior colleges shall be governed by local boards selected
for the purpose from each district maintaining one or more
junior colleges. The State Board of Education shall prescribe
minimum standards for the formation and operation of junior
colleges and shall exercise general supervision over said junior
colleges, as prescribed by law. Said public junior colleges shall
offer instruction through but not beyond the fourteenth grade
level including, but not limited to, one or more of the following:

W See Appendix I for acuons by the specual session of the 1960 Legulature on the recom-
mendatons 1n thus reporz which requme leguslanve acton.
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(a) standard collegiate courses for transfer to higher institu-
tons, (b) vocational-technical fields leading to employment,
and (c) general, or liberal arts courses. Studies in these fields
may lead to the Associate in Arts or Associate in Science degree.
Nothing in this section shall be construed as altering the status
of the junior college as part of the Public School System as
defined elsewhere in the Constitution.

. The State College System:

a. Shall constitute a public trust, to be administered by a body
corporate known as “The Trustees of the State College Sys-
tem of California” with number, term of appointment, and
powers closely paralleling those of The Regents.

b. The board shall consist of five ex officio members: the Gov-
ernor, the Lieutenant Governor, the Speaker of the Assembly,
the Superintendent of Public Instruction, and the chief exec-
utive officer of the State College System; and 16 appointive
members appointed by the Governor for terms of 16 years.
The chief executive officer of the State College System shall
also sit with The Regents in an advisory capacity, and the
President of the University of California shall sit with the
Trustees in an advisory capacity. The members of the State
Board of Education shall serve ex officio as first Trustees,
being replaced by regular appointees at the expiration of
their respective terms.

c. The state colleges shall have as their primary function the
provision of instruction in the liberal arts and sciences and
in professions and applied fields which require more than
two years of collegiate education and teacher education, both
for undergraduate students and graduate students through
the master’s degree. The doctoral degree may be awarded
jointly with the University of California, as hereinafter pro-
vided. Faculty research, using facilities provided for and
consistent with the primary function of the state colleges, is
authorized.

4. The University of California shall be governed by The Regents

as provided in Section 9 of Article IX, of the Constitution. The
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University shall provide instruction in the liberal arts and
sciences and in the professions, including teacher education, and
shall have exclusive jurisdiction over training for the profes-
sions [including but not by way of limitation],!* dentistry, law,
medicine, veterinary medicine, and graduate architecture. The
University shall have the sole authority in public higher edu-
cation. to award the doctor’s degree in all fields of learning,
except that it may agree with the state colleges to award joint
doctoral degrees in selected fields. The University shall be the
primary state-supported academic agency for research, and The
Regents shall make reasonable provision for the use of its
library and research facilities by qualified members of the fac-
ulties of other higher educational institutions, public and
private.

5. An advisory body, the Co-ordinating Council for Higher Edu-
cation:

a. Shall consist of 12 members, three representatives each from
the University, the State College System, the junior colleges,
and the independent colleges and universities. The Univer-
sity and the State College System each shall be represented
by its chief executive officer and two board members ap-
pointed by the boards. The junior colleges shall be repre-
sented by (1) a member of the State Board of Education
or its chief executive officer, (2) a representative of the local
governing boards, and (3) a representative of the local junior
college administrators. The independent colleges and uni-
versities shall be represented as determined by agreement
of the chief executive officers of the University and the State
College System, in consultation with the association or asso-
ciations of private higher educational institutions. All votes
shall be recorded, but effective action shall require an affirma-
tive vote of four of the six University and state college rep-
resentatives: except that on junior college matters the junior
college representatives shall have effective votes; and on the
appointment and removal of a director of the Council all 12
shall be effective.

ﬂ%hmdnftommdbymﬂw:hphm“hdndhsbnmbrnyoﬁﬁnﬁn-
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b. A director of the staff for the Co-ordinating Council shall
be appointed by a vote of eight of the 12 Council members,
and may be removed by a vote of eight members of the
Council. He shall appoint such staff as the Council author-
izes.

¢. The Co-ordinating Council shall have the following func-
tions, advisory to the governing boards and appropriate
state officials:

(1) Review of the annuai budget and capital outlay requests
of the University and the State College System and
presentation to the Governor of comments on the gen-
eral level of support sought.

(2) Interpretation of the functional differentiation among
the publicly supported institutions provided in this sec-
tion; and in accordance with the primary functions for
each system as set forth above, advise The Regents and
The Trustees on programs appropriate to each system.

(3) Development of plans for the orderly growth of higher
education and making of recommendations to the gov-
erning boards on the need for and location of new
facilities and programs.

d. The Council shall have power to require the public institu-
tions of higher education to submit data on costs, selection
and retention of students, enrollments, capacities, and other
matters pertinent to effective planning and co-ordination.



CaarTER IV

STUDENTS: THE PROBLEM OF NUMBERS

The fundamental problem, central to all that follows in the Survey,
is that of students. How many have there been, how many are there,
how many will there be in the next 15 years in the higher education
institutions of California? Closely related is the problem of how they
will be distributed among the state’s many collegiate institutions,
both public and private. It is the purpose of this chapter to examine
these matters.

THaE RECENT PasT

That enrollments in the state’s higher education institutions have
been growing during the past decade is apparent to anyone acquainted
even casually with their campuses. The growth, however, has not
been steady; indeed, for three of these years it declined. Immediately
following World War II there was a flood of veterans, men and
women whose education had been interrupted by the conflict and
who, aided by federal legislation under the “G.I. Bill,” flocked in large
numbers to the colleges of their choice. This influx had already well
started when the decade 1948-1958 began. The decline occurred
during and immediately after the Korean conflict, and soon there-
after enrollments resumed their more normal increase. Table 1 pre-
sents the fall enrollment facts regarding full-time students for the
period 1948 through 1958.

The enrollments for the 1948-1958 period have been selected both
to give some perspective against which to observe what lies ahead
for the near future and to afford a basis for understanding figures
on costs of higher education, both past and future, which are pre-
sented in Chapter IX.

THE NEXT 15 YEARS

In sharp contrast to the relatively slow growth of higher educa-
tion in the decade just noted, the period just ahead will register enor-
mous gains. By 1975, according to latest projections, more than one

[a45]
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TABLE 1

Full-tme Fail Enrollments, California Higher Education,
by Segment,! 1948-1958

unror Scare mvern Publie [nd dent
Year guilege college ofUCa.hhrznl total m;';nunn.s !‘ Sm:::‘n
1948 ... 55933 22,787 43469 122189 w4730 166969
1949 e eeeen 66,603 26,086 43,425 136,115 46,210 182,325
1950 e e 56,624 25,369 39,492 121,485 41,0346 162,521
1991 e, 48,674 24,160 34,883 107,717 36,446 144,163
1952 oo 52,818 25,162 33,326 111,308 33,120 144,426
1953 e 52,142 4,712 32,636 109,490 37,167 146,637
|3 DL S 63,019 29,487 32,563 125,069 37,847 162,916
1955 . eeeeae 70,165 33,910 37,717 141,792 40,832 182,624
1996, e e 74,082 38,338 37,522 149,942 42,396 192,338
1957 oo, 80,916 41,479 41,625 164,020 443178 208,398
1958 e 91,162 44,528 43,101 178,791 46,824 225,515

*One reason why the Survey Team sa serongly recommends a Co-ordinaning Council with sraff
t0 make continuous stadies and estmblish standard methods of reportng 1 Wlusated by the d:fh-
culttes encounrered 1n preparing this table. For several segments, thrae different Ggures for the
same year, all purpornng 19 be “official,” were found m print. The sources fnally used were (1)
the Admuustranve Plannrng Office of the State Department of Educagon Divicion of State Col
leges and Teacher Educauon, from a dirtsed Eport sre'pued ander dace of July 16, 1959, for the
h Plan Survey, for the years 1950, 1951, 1952, 1953, 1954, and 1954, 2) the Addinonal
Centers Srady [H. H. Semans and T, C. Holy, A Study of the Nead for nel Centers of
Public Higher Edueation :n Calsforma], Table 24, page 114, for tha vears 1949 and 1949, ance
the Plannmg Office data did not go thac far back; and (3) repors wm the Master Plan Sugvey from
the Deparmment of Finance for the years 1953, 1957, and 1958,

million students, 661,350 6f them attending full time ! wiil enroll
in California institutions of higher education. This is neerly triple
the Fall, 1958, full-time total enrollment of 225,615. To provide for
this tremendous increase is the major problem confronting higher
education in this state; the enormity of that growth, its trends and
implications, must be fully understood before rational planning can
proceed.

The causes of this projected increase in college enrollments are
easy to determine. By the end of World War IT, the birth rate in
California had increased by 50 per cent over that of prewar days
and has remained near this level. Added to the birth rate increase
has been a continued large scale inmigration. This influx of popula-
tion is expected to show net gains of 300,000 or more annually in
the years ahead. According to current estimates of the State De-
partment of Finance California’s population was 15,280.000 on July
1, 1939, and is expected to increase to over 25,000,000 by 1975.2

1'Fuil time” i3 deftned s “enrolled for 12 units or move of college credie.”
3 State Department of Finance, Califormua’s Population i 1959, Sacramento, Auguse, 1959,
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By the year 2020, this state is expected to contain 38,000,000 per-
sons, nearly four times its present population.? Figure 3 shows these
estimates by decades.

These are the general outlines and the causes of the problem of
burgeoning enroilments which higher education in California has to
face. The remainder of this chapter will be devoted to an examination
of data pertaining to the distribution of this enrollment, the implica-
tions which the projected trends in distribution have for planning,
and the presentation of modifications of enrollment projections, based
on policies recommended elsewhere in this report.

Status Quo PROJECTIONS

The first step in analyzing the enrollment growth was the prepara-
tion of enrollment estimates assuming the continuation of present
trends to 1975. These projections were prepared by the Department
of Finance, with the advice of the Technical Committee on Enroll-
ment Projections.

METHOD

The basic datum in projecting the future college enrollments for
the state is the high school graduate. The total number of these
graduates, their location, and their qualifications and desires to
attend each of the various segments and particular institutions of
higher education form the basis for estimating future enrollments.
The projection of high school graduates has employed the “grade
progression’”’ method, which, by making allowance for attrition and
accretion on the basis of past experience and projected trends, traces
each elementary and secondary grade and high school class through
the twelfth year of school. For example, the high school graduating
classes of 1963-66 will include many of the 248,840 students enrolled
in the fifth grade of the public schools and of the 32,000 enrolled in
the same grade of the private schools on October 31, 1958. Further-
more, these same students will contribute to the college freshman
class of 1966-67 and the college semiors of 1969-70,

Because of California’s size and uneven population distribution
and growth, an area analysis has been carried out in terms of “State
Economic Areas,” as defined by the United States Bureau of the

3 Esametes by Van Beursn Stanbery, San Francwsco, Seprember 16, 1958.
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Census.* These areas were chosen, not only because of the availabii-
ity of a considerable body of accumulated data based on these geo-
graphic divisions, but because the State Economic Areas, in general,
conform closely to the actual population centers throughout the state.
The California State Economic Areas are as follows:

CALIFORNIA STATE ECONOMIC AREAS (AS OF JULY, 1959)

Nonmetropolitan Areas

North Coastal

North Central Coastal
South Central Coastal

Sacramento Valley

North San Joaqun Valley
South San Joaquin Valley
South Coastal

Imperiai Valley

Sierra

Metropolitan Areas
San Francisco-Oakland

San Jose

Sacramento

Stockton

Fresno

Los Angeles-Long Beach

San Diego

San Bernardino-Riverside-
Ontario

Santa Barbara

Bakersfield

Area Number
1

2
3

WO 00~y Ohn

A= goaommdaowm >

Counties Included

Del Norte, Humboldt, Lake,

Mendacino

Napa, Sonoma

Monterey, San Benito, San Luis
Obispo, Santa Cruz

Butte, Colusa, Glenn, Sutter,

Tehama, Yolo, Yuba

Merced, Stanisiaus

Kings, Madera, Tulare

Ventura

Imperial

Alpine, Amador, Calaveras, El

Dorado, Inye, Lassen, Manposa,

Modoc, Mono, Nevada, Placer,

Plumas, Shasta, Sierra, Siskiyou,

Trinity, Tuolumne

Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin,
San Francisco, San Mateo, Solano
Santa Clara

Sacramento

San Joaquin

Fresno

Los Angeles, Orange

San Diego

San Bernardino, Riverside

Santa Barbara
Kem

The number of public high school graduates in each State Eco-
nomic Area was used in estimating the number of entering freshmen
who could be expected each year for each of the public segments.

¢ Sea Donsald J. Bogue, Stats Ecomomic Aresr. Washingtom, D.C.. Bureau aof the Camsus, U.S.
Department

of 1951.
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This determination was made on the basis of the known tendencies
of the high school graduates, area by area, to attend the various
types of educational institutions. Total enrollments for each segment
were then obtained by deducting from the total the number who
could be expected to drop out and adding the number of students
who could be expected to transfer from another segment. For the
state colleges and the University of California, this procedure was
followed for individual institutions and campuses. Adjustments were
then made among the enrollments of the various institutions on the
basis of the estimated impact that newly created institutions in the
same or other areas would have on their enrollments.

The enrollments for the independent institutions were not pro-
jected in the same manner, since they have much more control over
their enrollments than do the public institutions. Furthermore, a
larger proportion of their enrollees are graduates of other than Calj-
fornia high schools. Instead, the individual colleges and universities
were asked to supply enrollment estimates based on their own plan-
ning and analysis.

By use of the methods just described, Table 2 was developed. This
table shows the projected full-time enrollments based on a continua-
tion of the status quo in higher education for 1960, 1965, 1970, and
1973, and their distribution among the junior colleges, state colleges,
University of California, and the independent colleges and universi-
ties. Since this is the basic table on enrollment projections in this
report, some of the figures found in it appear in other parts of the
study:.

ASSUMPTIONS

The major assumptions controlling these projections are as fol-
lows:

1. The State of California will continye to grow rapidly, reflecting
a high level of economic development if there are no major
economic setbacks, atomic wars, ot natural catastrophes be-
tween now and 1975. By that time the state’s total population
is expected to be in the neighborhood of twenty-five million
people.

S Preliminary raport Frrst-Rum Starus Provections of Envollment of Califormag Instrtutions
of Higher Learning Inciuded 1= the .wm?:"ha. Survey, Deparrment of Finance, Bul;get Divinign,
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2. The rates at which children remain in high school until gradua-
tion and the geographic distribution of high school graduates to
1975 will in general follow the trends of the past decade.

3. The rates at which California’s young people enter its colleges
will continue to show a gradual increase to 1973.

TABLE 2

Distribution of Status Quo Projections of Full-time Enrollment in California
Institutions of Higher Education by Five-year Intervals to 1975

Actual (Fall} Stams quo projections (Fall)

Type of insuxxtion and levet 1955 1957 1958 1560 1545 1970 1975

Al nstatutions

All levels. . ._....... 182,624 208,398 225,615 276,600 405,100 536,800 661,350
Lower division___.. 116,573 131,104 144,080 183,100 264,450 342,000 418,250
Upper divinon__.... 45,465 54,331 355, 02¢ 63,250 97,650 137,500 172 300
Graduate. .. _...... 18,722 20,981 22,246 25,700 37,250 50,600 63, 1000
Special. e eccaaae- 1,864 1,982 4265 45350 5730 4,700 7 800

Public junior colleges

All levels o aeeee 70,165 80916 91,162 115750 162,600 205,200 251,400
Lower division.—... 68,897 79,352 89,206 113,450 159,350 201,100 246,350
Upperdiviston______.  .... - ceea P ———- ——-- .-
Graduate. . caaae..- R ——— caee c——a R aemn c———
Specialaccccecaaa-- 1,268 1,564 1956 2300 3,250 4,100 5,050

State colleger

Alllevels oo ooocoua. 33910 41479 44,528 58,600 104,950 157,150 200,000
Lower divisioneo.-.- 15,596 18,010 20,052 28000 59,350 73,350 91, 750
Upper division...... 16,005 20,934 21,701 27,200 48,300 74,600 96,300
Graduate_ . ____... 2,141 2,305 2,581 3,400 6,300 9,200 11,950
Specialecccneanaaas 158 30 94 ———— e ——-- ———-

Unioersity of California

Alllevels. ... 37,717 41,625 43,101 50400 77000 106,050 136,000
Lower diviston_.__.. 13,116 13451 14,030 18,350 27,150 35,950 45.900
Upper division...... 14,970 16,608 16,149 17350 27,850 39,000 50,450
Graduate. . cucae.-- 9631 11,566 12922 14,700 22,000 31,100 39,650

Indtprm‘cn: Colleges

All levelsa e ccaaaaaaa 21,625 24630 26,801 30,950 38,530 45400 49,900

Lawer division_._.. 12,179 14020 14,766 17,100 21,250 25,050 27,500
Upper divsion...... 7,838 9,004 9520| 10,850 13,400 15650 17,100
Graduate, cueeeeeo. 134 1,551 1,851 2,300 3,050 3,800 4300
Spedial e 64 75 664 700 830 900 1,000

Independent universities

All levels o oaea.. 19,207 19,748 20,023 ! 20,900 22,000 23,000 24,050
Lower division.o.... 6,785 6,271 6,026, 6.200 6350 6550 6,730
Upper division_.... 6,632 7,785  7,65¢: 7850 8100 3250 8,450
Graduate. . _couuua. 5406 5,579 4-,792 5,300 5,900 6,500 7,100
Special. ccncacaana- o4 113 1,531 1,550 1,656 1,700 1,750




campuses of the University of California.

6. Each publicly controlled institution within each system will
continue to attract students at about Present rates, and students

bution of high schoo] graduates over this same period is not dis-
cussed here, but is dealt wirh in the section of Chapter VI, “Instity-
tional Capacities and Area Needs,” covering the need for new

Table 3 presents the number of full-time graded students and the
proportion of the tota] which each Segment of higher education
enrolled in 1958 along with the numbers and proportions of the
total each would enroll in 1975 if the current trends are maintained.

will be enrolled in independent colleges and universities in 1975
would be about one-hajf of that of 1958. Op the other hand the
state college proportion would increase by 10.3 per Cent, the Univer-
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TABLE 3

Growth in Full-time Enroliment and Distribution, by Segments, Between
Fall, 1958, and Fall, 1975, Status Qua Projections

Fall, 1958 Fall, 1975
umnber ercentage o P

Segment demud d?ismbnm Nn::ldh;n m‘f&
unior colleges . w v umceencmec e cccaaaan 9,162 40.4 251,400 380
tate colleges . oo e neeeaaaas 44,528 19 7 200,000 302
Univermty of California. oo oo caaanns 43,101 191 136,000 06
Independent colleges and universities..... 46,824 20 8 73,950 11.2
Total. o e citaacccccaana e 225,615 1000 661,350 100 0

sity of California’s proportion would remain relatively constant, and
that of the junior colleges would be slightly reduced.

In other terms, for every 100 full-time students enrolled in each
segment in the Fall of 1958, the Fall of 1975 would see 276 students
in the junior colleges, 449 students in the state colleges, 316 students
in the University of California, and 158 students in the independent
colleges and universities.

During this time, as will be seen from Table 3, the proportion of
students in publicly supported institutions will increase from approxi-
mately 80 per cent to almost 90 per cent. This change as noted above
would be largely brought about by the relatively large growth of
the enrollments in the state colleges, which would have a relative
gain in enrollments almost identical to the decline projected for the
independent institutions.

A breakdown of the distribution of students among the segments
by divisions shows clearly that the increases are not uniform at the
various levels. From Table 4 it can be seen that the greatest relative
gains in enroilment for both the state colleges and the University
of California would occur in the lower division. The independent
colleges and umiversities, on the other hand, would register their
greatest additional enroilment at the graduate division level.

In the lower division projections (Table 4) the greatest increase,
358 per cent, between 1958 and 1975, is predicted for the state col-
leges. The second largest increase, 227 per cent, would occur in the
University of California; the junior college enrollment (which is
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all lower division) would increase by only 176 per cent, and the
independent colleges and universities by 635 per cent.

TABLE 4

Trends in Full-time Enrollment, by Level and Segment, Fall, 1958,
to Fall, 1975, Status Quo Projections !

1958 1978 [ Per cenr
Reported Per cent Projected Percent | increase
Level and segment enmllment by level enrollmant by levet I over 1958
Lower Droision
%nmor colleges __ ... _...__ 89,206 61.9 246,350 589 176
tate colleges. . ......_. 20,052 13 9 91,750 19 358
Umvmltjr of Californta.___. 14,030 938 45,900 i1 o 227
Independent colleges and
umvernities. __......___._ 20,792 14.4 34,250 82 65
Total oo 144,080 1000 418,250 1000 190
Upper Dwinon
State colleges___ . _...______ 21,701 39 4 96,300 559 44
University of Califormia....__ 16,149 29 4 50,430 29.3 212
Independent colleges and ,
wniversities. _____ . _..__ 17,174 312 25,550 148 ! 49
Totale e 5502¢ 1000 172300 1000 213
Graduaie Divtrion
State colleges_.___...______ 2,681 120 11,950 190 346
Umvemty of Califormia..... 12,922 581 39,650 62 9 207
Independent colleges and
untvermtes____________.._ 8,643 299 11,400 18 1 72
Total _.._._._....... 22246 1000 63000 1000 183
Specrals, not classified?
gumor colleges____.._._.__. 1,956 .- 5,050 - .-
tate colleges_ ... .___.____. M4
Independent colleges and ’
umversiues. . _....._... 2,215 ... 750 ... | ...
L 4265 ... | 780 . _. i
Al Levels ' |
gumor colleges . _...... 91,162 40+ 251,400 8o |/ 176
tate colleges...___.____... 4528 197 | 200000 302 | 349
Umversu:y' of Califorma____. 43,101 191 | 135,000 206 216
Independent colleges and ! .
universities. ... ... %682¢ 208 | 73950 11.2 | 58
Total e oo 225,615 100 0 | 661,350 1000 ! 193
1

1Sinece these aze stams quo jections, they do not take meo account endanons mad
ehwhcam&nmm&vghwudwmmmdmu&;mssmummm%ame
wmtyoECahﬁ:mu the jumior coileges.

Smdnnm:damﬂndu brdmnmorbymﬂegedau‘l‘haemommdﬁnmhwr
ta



STUDENTS: THE PROBLEM OF NUMBERS 33

Again, in terms of each one hundred students in the lower division
for each of these segments in 1958, lower division enrollments in
1975 would be 276 in the junior colleges, 458 in the state colleges,
327 in the University of California, and 165 in the independent
colleges and universities.

At both the upper and the graduate division levels, as shown in
Table 4, the greatest increases are projected for the state colleges,
followed by the University and the independent colleges and univer-
sities, in that order. The proportion of the total number of upper
division students who were enrolled in the state colleges would in-
crease from 39 per cent to 56 per cent between 1958 and 1975, that
of the University would remain at 29 per cent, and the independent
colleges and universities would drop from 31 to 15 per cent.

The situation at the graduate division level would be similar, with
the state colleges registering the greatest relative gains, the Univer-
sity’s enrollment reflecting a smaller but still substantial gain, and
the independent colleges and universities registering a relative
decline.

In addition to the problem of unequal rates of growth among the
four segments, there is the problem of how enrollments will be dis-
tributed among the individual institutions of both the State College
System and the University of California. Given a continuation of
the séatus quo there will be a very large diversity among the rates
of increase at the various state colleges and campuses of the Uni-
versity. Table 5 indicates the degree of this diversity for each exist-
ing and authorized state college, and Table 6 gives the same informa-
tion for the different campuses of the University.

It is clear that unless present enrollment trends are modified in
some way, there will result within a few years grave overcrowding
of site capacity on certain state college and University of California
campuses markedly exceeding planning figures adopted by the re-
spective boards. At the same time, other campuses will have large
amounts of unused space.

FINDINGS
1. More than one million students will be enrolled in institutions
of higher education in California in 1975; of these, 661,350
will be full-time students. This is nearly triple the full-time
enrollment for 1958.
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TABLE 5

Status Quo Full-tim2 Enrollment Projections for Each Existing and
Authorized State College, 1958-1575 *

1958 1973 Per cent
Repocted Projected Increase
College eamollment enrollment 1975 over 1958
Alameda® ... caaa 8,050 I
Californita Polytechnic (Kellogg-Voorlus
Campus) .o eeeee 1,131 13,700 1,326
California Polytechnse {(San Luis Obispe
(0T, 1. 1T ) 3,796 11,050 141
1< RS 2,608 3,630 117
| 4= T P 4,358 8,300 95
Humbold? . e oo 1,397 +.300 208
Long Beach_____ ... .. ..._....... 4,380 24,8350 167
Los Angeles .o ... 3,334 28,350 736
North Bay?. .o - 2,500 ————
Oranged o mem———————. - 9.900 I
Sacramento. oo oo oL 2,709 7,250 168
San Diego. oo 3373 20,130 262
San Fernando_ .. ... .. . ...... 7 18.100 1.734
San Francisco. o oo oo oo, 3250 8,200 36
San Jose. .o 9,033 24,900 176
Stamslaus?. .. ..., I 2,350 ———-
g 1 U $,528 200000 | 349

* Since these are status quo prmecnons. they do not take i account recommendations made
elsewhere 1 thus report to divert lower divimon students from the state colleges and the Univer
sity of Cabformia to the jumor collepes.

! Began operaton in the fall of 1959.

? Authorrzed but not yetr 1z operanon.

2. On the basis of the status gquo trends the largest relative growth

at all levels by 1975 will be in the state colleges, which are
expected to increase their proportion of the total enrollment
over that existing in 1958 in all three divisional levels—the
lower division, upper division, and graduate. The University of
California will increase its proportion of total enrollments dur-
ing this period at all levels except the upper division, which is
expected to show a slight decrease. Although both the junior
colleges and the independent colleges and universities will expe-
rience a large numerical increase, each will enroll a proportion-
ately smaller share of the total number of students in 1973
than it did in 1958. For the independent coileges and universi-
ties this decline wiil be reflected at all three levels.

. The greatest growth for both the state colleges and the Uni-

versity of California is expected to take place in lower division
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enrollments, while in the independent colleges and universities
the greatest growth will occur at the graduate level.

Eanrollment increases will vary tremendously among the several
state colleges and among the campuses of the University of
California as can be seen from Tables 5 and 6. In fact, the
projected increases at some of these state colleges and campuses
of the University will increase the enrollments well above plan-
ning estimates developed by the State Department of Education
and the University of California, as well as exceeding the maxi-
mum enrollments recommended elsewhere in this report. (See
Chapter VI1.) At the same time, other institutions in both sys-
tems will be attracting far fewer students than they could ac-
commodate.

DrsTorTIONS REVEALED BY Siafus Quo PROJECTIONS

It appears from the sfatus gquo projections that unless restrictions
of some kind are placed on enrollment growth at the state colleges
and the campuses of the University of California, these two seg-
ments will be enrciling a much larger proportion of the total num-

TABLE 6

Status Quo Full-time Enrollment Projections for Each Existing and Authorized

Campus of the University of Californig, 1958-1975 *

1958 1975 Per cene
Projected mcrease
Campus earcilment earollment 1975 over 1958

Berkeley. oo oo cceececc e 19,198 43,950 129
Davis e amaa——— 2,341 7,750 231
La Jollao oo ecmceeeeceeeeee $53 13,650 S
Tos Anpeles ool 16,274 35,600 119
Riverside., o e cecccecremrmacccaae 991 7,050 611
Santa Bm&ﬁ ..................... 2,710 lg,gtslg 265
Southeast geles-Orange . ... S , cana
South Central Coast?.o oo ooooooooo - . 8,550 ——
San Francisco-Madical .o oo oo eeaas 1,534 2,600 &9
Totals et caaas 43,101 136,000 216
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ber of students in California institutions in 1975 than in 1958. Fur-
thermore, despite the large increases in the number of students at
the upper division and graduate level which these two segments will
be called upon to absorb, the greatest increases in both these systems
will be, under s¢atus quo projections, in the lower division.

It is the belief of the Survey Team that such expansion by these
two systems is inconsistent with the best interests of the state. In
order to absorb these increases, and still meet their responsibilities
for upper and graduate division students, many of the state colleges
and campuses of the University will be enlarged far above the capac-
ity of their sites, necessitating acquisition of added acreage—often in
crowded urban centers—at excessively high costs.

The Survey Team is of the further belief that the Restudy recom-
mendation approved by both boards and stated here is a sound one:
that “the University of California emphasize policies leading to the
reduction of lower division enrollments in relation to those of the
upper and graduate’ divisions, and that the state colleges pursue
policies which will bave a similar effect.” 8

The Survey Team is convinced that the percentage increase in
the lower division ought to be highest in the junior colleges, chiefly
because of the following reasons:

1. Easy accessibility to students and the consequent reduction
in cost to them

2. The high scholastic records made in both the state coileges and
the University by junior college transfers

3. The junior college screeming function of indicating those stu-
dents most likely to succeed in their education beyond the
lower division

4. The adopted policy, in California’s tripartite system of public
higher education for the University and the state colleges to
place increased emphasis on upper division and graduate pro-

grams
5. The diversion of a portion of lower division students from the
" state colleges and the University of California to the junior

*T. R. McConnell, T. C. Hely, and H. H. Semans, A Restudy of the Needs of Califorma
Higher Educatiom. Sactamento: Galiformia Scare Department of Educacon, 1995, p. 44, 11;3
recommendanon was a ved by the Lison Commmtree oo December 13, 1954, by the State
Board of Educaacn o‘np}::um 3, 1955, and by the Regentss on March 18, 19%8.
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colleges to aid in controlling the unmanageable size of certain
institutions as shown in Tables § and 6.

6. Costs per student to the state for both operation and plant
are lower in the junior colleges than in the state colleges and the
University

CONCLUSIONS

On the basis of the foregoing, the Master Plan Survey Team came
to the following conclusions:

1. That by 1975 about 50,000 of the lower division students, who,
according to the status gquo projections, will be enrolled in the
state colleges and the University of California, should be accom-
modated in the junior colleges

2. That such diversion will not directly prevent any high school
graduate from continuing his education beyond the lower divi-
sion if he can meet the transfer requirements into any four-
year institution

3. That methods to achieve this diversion should be developed
by the respective boards and the Co-ordinating Council

RECOMMENDATIONS

As one means of achieving this diversion of lower division stu-
dents from the state colleges and the University of California to the
junior colleges, tbe Survey Team recommends the following:

In order to implement more fully the action of The Regents of the
University of California and the State Board of Education in 1955
that “the University of California emphasize policies leading to the
reduction of lower division enrollments ir relation to those of the
upper and graduate divisions, and the state colleges pursue policies
which will have a similar effect,” the percentage of undergraduates
in the lower division of both the state colleges and the University
be gradually decreased ten percentage points below that exjsting in
1960 (estimated to be S1 per cent in both segments) by 1975. It is
further recommended that the determination of the means by which
this recommendation can best be carried out be the responsibility
of the governing boards.”

It 13 esomared that this recommendation would remlt m the transfer of some 40,000 lower

studenumthcjum colleges by 1975. It 18 that the meommendanon tw select
:hsnppur!S%puumtaEaﬂpubh:hghschmlgndwuandthe
Um;.ﬁum the upper 12W cent, together with the that all *
requmed  mee: mmmﬂmﬁwm&alﬂooo
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Modified PROJECTIONS

The conclusions reached by the Master Plan Survey after studying
the staius quo enrollment projections led the team to request the
Department of Finance to prepare a set of modified projections.
These were to be based on the following assumptions in addition to
the first four of those made earlier in this chapter under the heading
“Assumptions.”

1. That diversion of full-time lower division students from state
colleges and University of California campuses to junior col-
leges will be undertaken so as to resuit in approximately 50,000
such students being diverted in 1973

2. That the respective boards of the State College System and the
University of California will devise measures that will reduce
the overcrowding of certain of their institutions beyond reason-
able site capacity and will increase the numbers attending less
crowded institutions of both systems

3. That the lower division proportion of the full-time undergrad-
uate enrollment of the two public segments will be reduced
gradually so that by 1975 it will be, for each segment, in the
neighborhood of 41 per cent. This would be, in each case, a
system-wide average, not necessarily true for each campus
within the system.

4. That the most rapid rate of lower division growth during
the period 1960 to 1973 will be in the jumior colleges, since
this segment is least costly, per student, to the state

5. That during this period, in addition to the already authorized
state college and state university campuses, two new state
colleges, as elsewhere recommended in this report, will be
established and put into operation

6. That the state will encourage development by local communi-
ties of additional junior colleges as needed, contributing more
heavily to their support than in the past and making state funds
available to pay for part of the cost of their construction

7. That the modification of freshman entrance requirements to
state colleges and the University of California, as recommended
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in Chapter V, will be adopted, as well as those modifications
affecting entrance to those institutions with advanced standing

It is evident that the administrative decisions that will be necessary
to put these assumptions into effect, rather than the broad statements
of assumed policy themselves, will determine the numbers of students
in each system and their distribution by institution and campus. The
Survey Team has left to the respective governing boards the determi-
nation of how, for example, students are to be diverted from an
overcrowded to a less crowded campus within the same system.
Clearly, any one of a number of methods of achieving this end might
be used, each with its own effect on the enrollment of individual
campuses. Further, it is obvious that whatever means are used will
result in some net loss or shrinkage since a student not admitted to
the campus of his first choice may change his educational plans
completely.

Because the preparation of modified projections in detailed figures
by area, institution, and division level involved “second guessing” a
large number of administrative decisions and policies, the detailed
projections will be presented only in the Techical Committee Report.
Therefore, modified enroliment projections are shown here only for
segment and level.

Tables 7 and 8 show how the Survey recommendations for the
diversion of lower division students to the junior colleges will have
affected the pattern of higher education enrcllments by 1975. To
bring this modification about is the continuing responsibility of the
respective boards and the Co-ordinating Council, who can thus insure
that henceforth enrollments in public higher education in the state
shall be on a planned and rational, rather than haphazard basis.
Some consideration of methods by which the correction of distorted
enrollments can be brought about is included in Chapter V.

The modification of status quo enrollment trends, as these trends
are presented in Tables 7-10 show how students might be distributed
among the segments of California higher education by 1975. As noted
in the explanatory footnotes to Tables 7 and 8, the conditions set
by the team are not completely met by the modified figures. The
team recognizes, however, that many unpredictable factors will un-
doubtedly influence the ultimate actual, as distinct from projected,
enrollments.



TABLE 7

Rate of Growth in Fuil-time Lawer Division Enrellment by Segment,
Status Quo, and Modified Projections, 1958 to 1975

1973 1975

Status quo Madified

projections presections

1958 P P
Segment earcilment Number af:ﬁ?'m Number ofm
gumor colleges.____._____.._. 89,206 246,350 176  *288,950 L
tate colleges_.._____________ 20,052 91,750 358 67,400 236
University of California._____. 14,030 45,500 227 28,2800 105
Independent coileges_ .. ______ 20,792 34,250 &5 34,250 65
Totalaau ... 144,080 418,250 190 415,400 i91

* The difference of 42,600 jum coﬂegeenmilcushownhuebammmq and modiGed
P“l’f‘%ﬁ:‘““" than the so,uoowm team belreves should have been diverted b;‘ow?!.

modified projections do not folly conform to the team's recommendanon that Fastest
nmnflowudivmmgmm:'shouldbemmouﬂem

TABLE 8

Percentage Distribution of Full-time Undergraduate Enroliment by Level, State
Colleges and University of California—1975 Modified Projections

State colleges Univerncy of California
Level N usimgmsof | Nember of andprtanes
Lower division®. ____.__________ 67,400 400 28,800 38.9
Upper divison. .o oo ___. -~ 100,600 60 0 49,350 631
ndergraduate....______._.__. 168,000 100 0 73,150 000

! The modified projections reduce th bwdivhnmmofdlundmdmemoﬂmt
Enrbude:semupm]newhu below ﬂ::hum'smnmmmdmuquoled above,

TABLE ¢

Percantage Distribution of Full-time Enrollment by Segment and Level,
1975 Modified Projections

Segment
EE o Sm CEme omimele
Number Number Number Nember
of Per of Per of Per of Per
Level students  cent students | cent  scudents cent  stndents cent
Lower division_.____. 288,950 100 0 67,400 | 37 3 28800 24.2 34250 481
Upper division. ... e—— -- 100600 (55.7 49350 ¢16 25350 359
Graduats division_ . .. ———— -- 12630 | 70 40600 342 11400 160
Totalo ocenee. 288,950 100 0 180,630 [100 0 118,750 100 0 | 71,200 100 0
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Table 2 in this chapter gives the stafus quo projections for the
years 1960, 1965, 1970 and 1975, as compared with actual full-time
enrollments for the years 1953, 1957, and 1958 by segment and
level of higher education in the state. Somewhat similar information
for the modified projections is found in Tables 7 to 10 in this chapter.
The purpose of Table 11 is to show a comparison of the distribution
of the projected enrollments under the stgtus quo and modified plans
for the years, 1965, 1970, and 1975.

TABLE 11

Comparisen of Status Quo and Modified Full-fime Enrollment Projections
by Segments and Levels for 1945, 1970, and 1975

Statzs Quo Projecunast for ” Modified Projections? for
Type of mserutan 1965 1970 1973 || 1965 1970 1978

Al instvanions '

All levels. ... _ 399,350 530,100 653,550 [1392,900 3 26,050 659,350
Lower division....__._______ 264,450 342,0C0 418,250 |l 263,450 342,900 419,400
Upper division. ae oo . 97,650 137,500 172,300 || 92,200 13 1,450 175,500
Graduvate.__._______________ 37,250 50,600 63,000 || 37.050 ; 1,700 64,650

Public junior colleges
Lower division. oo ___. 159,350 201,100 246,350 169,650 225 ,900 288,950

State colleges

All levels. ..o .. 104,95C 157,150 200,000 | 98,950 145.200 180,630
Lower divimon.__...___ .. _ 50,350 73,550 91,750 |l 45,850 $9,700 67400
Upper division. oo ... 48,200 74600 96300 | 46,300 73,630 100,600
Graduate .. ___.___._.__ - 6300 9200 11,950l 6300 9850 12,630

Unzoersity of Calsfornia !

Alllevels. ___.__________.._____ 77,600 106,059 136,000 | €6,250 39,150 118,750
Lower division. .o _.____ 27,150 35,950 45,900 | 20,350 25,700 28.800
Upper divisiono e ee o ____. 27.850 39,000 30,450 :. 23.900 31900 49,350

raduate.. ... .. ..___. 22,000 31,100 39,650 Il 22,000 31,530 40,600

Independent collzges J l[

Al levels. ... .. ______._. 37,700 44,506 1 48,500 | 7700 4,500 48,900
Lower division....__.______. 21,250 25,050 27,500 21,250 25050 27500
Upper division. ceaeeo .o __. 13,400 15,650 17,10 | 13,400 15650 17,100
Graduate_.. oo .. 3,050 3800 43004 3,050 3,800 4,300

Independent universities ”l

Alllevels_ __ ... ____.__ 20,330 21,300 22,300 20.330 21,300 22,300
Lower division.._._________. 6,330 6350 6730 6350 6330 ! 6,730
Upper division. oo ____ 8,100 | 8250 3,450 . %100 8230 . 3,130

raduate. ... 5960 | 6,300 7,100 || 3.500 i 6,300 l 7,100

three years becruse of the difference m procedures used 1 developing hiem. Also rhe totals for
starus quo projeciions differ from thase 1! Table 2 because specwl students are nichuded n that
b’le tut not 1n this one,
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The main purpose of the modified projections as shown eariier
in this report is to divert lower division students from the state col-
leges and the University of California to the junior colleges. Table 11
shows that under this plan lower division enrollments in the state
colleges in 1975 are 67,400 as compared with 91,750 under the status
quo projections. For the University of California, comparable figures
are 28,300 and 45,900. As would be expected, the impact of these
reductions in the state colleges and the University of California is
shown in the increase of lower division earollments in the junior
colleges from 246,350 in 1975 under the status quo plan to 288,950
under the modified plan.

CONCLUSIONS

It is the belief of the Survey Team that modification of the stafus
quo projected distribution of enrollments among the various segments
of higher education is necessary. Achievement of modified projections
based on the assumptions given earlier in this chapter will place
emphasis in the state colleges and the University of California on
the divisional levels most appropriate to their defined functional
responsibilities. Such modifications will allow these segments to con-
centrate more of their resources on the upper division and graduate
students who will be seeking admission in greater numbers in the
years ahead. The reduction in the number of lower division students
attending these institutions will, moreover, contribute to the further
strengthening of California’s well-developed junior college program.
This program is noteworthy in that it provides high caliber lower
division education conveniently located to most of the college-age
population at a cost to the state much below that which can be
offered by either of the other publicly controlled segments; in addi-
tion, it provides 2 wide variety of other post-high-school educational
services required by mid-twentieth century society.



CaaPTER V

STUDENTS: THE PROBLEM OF QUALITY

Problems of selection and retention loomed large in the Survey.
The quality of an institution and that of a system of higher education
are determined to a considerable extent by the abilities of those it
admits and retains as students. This applies to all levels—Iower divi-
sion, upper division, and graduate. It is also true for all segments, but
the emphases are different. The junior colleges are required by law
to accept all high school graduates (even nongraduates may enter
under some circumstances); therefore the junior colleges must pro-
tect their quality by applying retention standards rigid enough to guar-
antee that taxpayers’ money is not wasted on individuals who lack
capacity or the will to succeed in their studies. If the state colleges
and the University have real differentiation of functions between
them, they should have substantially different admission requirements.
Both should be exacting (in contrast to public higher educationa]
institutions in most other states) because the junior colleges relieve
them of the burden of doing remedial work. Both have a heavy
obligation to the state to restrict the privilege of entering and remain-
ing to those who are well above average in the college-age group.

The subject matter covered by this chapter includes some topics
specifically assigned to the Technical Committee on Selection and
Retention of Students, including the following:

1. Measures of the validity of entrance requirements
2. Admissions policies and procedures

3. Retention of students

4. Getting the best students in the right institutions

Because the direction of the Survey Team’s thinking ran counter
to that of the Technical Committee on several important issues, it
should be understood that some of the recommendations that follow
are those of the Survey Team and not those of the Technical Com-
mittee,

[66]
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MEASURES OF THE VALIDITY OF ENTRANCE REQUIREMENTS

The Technical Committee suggested as a guiding principle that
admission requirements are valid for any one college if, first, they
serve to qualify for admission those applicants whose educational
purposes are properly met by the college and whose abilities and
training indicate probabie scholastic success in the college and, sec-
ondly, they serve to eliminate applicants not meeting these require-
ments.

The Survey Team, however, found other considerations that mod-
ify and interpret the principle stated. Each public institution cannot
write its own charter but must fit into the uniform rules and regu-
lations of the system of which it is a part. The usefulness of validity
studies based on grades received in an institution can be destroyed
if disproportionately high grades are awarded by it; therefore, con-
tinuous study of grading standards is necessary in order to reassure
taxpayers and other institutions and segments of higher education
that comparable standards exist in judging scholastic success. Mare-
over, state-supported institutions have an obligation to adjust their
offerings and admissions policies to meet the long-run needs and to
fit the fiscal capabilities of the state, as ascertained by constitutional
and statutory authorities.

The Technical Committee suggested the foilowing four common
measures of validity:

1. Scholastic success in the first semester or year

2. Continuance in college

3. Rate of dismissal for poor scholastic performance

4, Comparative standing on objective tests
The Technical Committee regards scholastic success as the best

single measure of validity. The Survey Team agrees, but prefers
the use of several criteria in combination.

APPLYING VALIDITY CRITERIA

The data made available to the Survey Team by the three public
segments fail far short of the completeness desired for judging the
validity of admissions requirements. Jumior college statistics are
inadequate as grounds for support of, or opposition to, the existing
“open-door” policy that admits students from all levels of ability.
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State college data cover tgo short a period and are insufficiently com-
prehensive. The University figures, whuile more complete, are weak on
testing.

Scholastic Success— Data from seven state colleges, for 1958-39
(see Technical Committee report), shows that 53 per cent of the
freshmen admitted with five recommending units and 354 per cent
of those admitted with six failed to make a C average in their first
year. The records of those with seven recommending units (47 per
cent below C) and with eight (44 per cent below C ) indicate mar-
ginal validity that should be reinforced by a high score on a standard
aptitude test.

Among the alternative University admission plans in use during
1957-58, judging from data in the Technical Committee report, the
following are of doubtful validity: six 4 or B grades in last two
years, “exceptions to rules,” 12 4 or B grades in last three years,
and “highest 10 per cent of class.”

Continuance in College. Persistence of students in higher educa-
tion obviously is affected by a variety of factors that are largely
outside the control of an institution unless the institution refuses to
admit those with characteristics that make them higher potential
dropouts. Low socioeconomic status, poor health, emotional insta-
bility, and marital involvements are common explanations of with-
drawal and no return. The public institutions, located in urban set-
tings and with mainiy commuting students, would be expected to have
lower persistence rates than private institutions with campus life and
living accommodations for most students.

The state college materials supplied to the Survey Team provide
almost no index to persistence of students admitted as freshmen
over the whole undergraduate period. The “native” is shown as more
likely to continue through the junior and senior years than the “‘trans-
fer” student. The transfer who was eligible on the basis of his high
school record is more persistent than the transfer who was not eli-
gible. (Data taken from the Technical Committee Report)

The University records for all campuses show, in sample years,
a persistence rate of about 33 per cent of entering freshmen in the
eighth semester after entrance either receiving degree or still stu-
dents (Technical Committee report). About 45 per cent withdrew
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before completing the eighth semester following admission. Approxi-
mately one-third of ail withdrawals were below a C average at the
time of exit.

Rate of Dismissal. This evidence indicates that around 15 per
cent of the University freshmen entrants leave with scholastic defi-
ciencies within the four-year period. This is a relatively small attri-
tion for scholastic failure and indicates that the existing admission
standards must be reasonably well-suited to the selection of students
equipped for the level of work undertaken in the University. Discus-
sion of dismissal will be resumed under “Retention” later in this
chapter.

Standing on Tests. The Technical Committee declares: “Properly
compared, the objective test is a better measure of the quality of
the students admitted to a college than either the withdrawal or
dismissal measures. Measured by correlations with instructors’ grades
in college, however, the objective test is not as good a measure of
the quality of an admitted class as is the scholastic record of the
first semester or first year for judgment on the basis of the purposes
of the individual institution.”

Scores on standardized tests may be particularly useful in compar-
ing students in different institutions of the same system, of other
segments in California, and of the nation as a whole.

RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that:

1. The junior colleges, state colleges, and University make sta-
tistical studies of their entrance requirements, and report an-
nually, in standard form, to the co-ordinating agency on validity
judged by (a) scholastic success, (b) persistence, (¢) rate of
dismissal, and (d) scores on standard tests

2. Each public segment report annually to the co-ordinating agency
on its grading standards, providing data on such matters as:
a. Distribution of undergraduate grades awarded (proportion
of each grade given for each institution, department, and by
lower and upper division)

b. Its grading differential with other institutions or segments
as computed from the records made by transfers
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ADMISSIONS POLICIES AND PROCEDURES

The junior colleges admit both high school graduates and non-
graduates. Education Code Section 5706 requires junior colleges,
assuming residence requirements are met, to accept “‘any high school
graduate and any other person over eighteen years of age . . .
capable of profiting from the instruction offered.” The results of a
questionnaire circulated at the request of the Technical Committee,
to which 56 junior colleges replied, indicate that (a) 50 admit any
high school graduate; (b) 36 admit any person over eighteen years of
age; (c¢) 30 admit some students on a probationary basis.

The state college basic requirement is stated in terms of seven
or more Carnegie units during the last three years in high school with
4 or B grades, but with no subject prescription except that physical
education and military sciences are excluded. In 1958 about 80 per
cent of first-time freshmen used this plan. Students with five or six
units may enter if they score at or above the twentieth percentile on
the national norm of a standard college aptitude test. As shown in the
discussion of “validity,” the latter group experiences difficulty, and
over one-half fails to make a C average in their first year. Some 12
per cent of first-time freshmen entered by this method in 1958. OQut-
side of the regular pattern of admission are three categories which
were used to admit first-time freshmen: (1) “other” (foreign, out-of-
state, and others not meeting standards in Section 925 (a) or (b) of
California Administrative Code, Title 5, Education); (2) “adult
special;” and (3) “nondegree programs.” In 1958 these methods
accounted for 7 per cent of first-time freshman admittees,

For the University of California, the basic requirement is a B
average in the last three years, expressed in grade points, in a pattern
of 10 high school academic subjects; one year in American history and
civics, three in English, one in algebra, one in geometry, one in labora-
tory science, two in foreign language, and one additional in either
mathematics, foreign language, or laboratory science. About 90 per
cent of the University’s entering freshmen qualify under this plan.
About 10 per cent qualify under alternative plans, including **highest
10 per cent in class,” 12 4 or B grades in last three years, six 4 or B
grades in last two years, and “exceptions to the rules.” The validity
of all four of these secondary methods is considerably lower than
for the basic requirement.
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Public institutions ordinarily admit all students above a minimum
“floor,” who meet stated basic entrance requirements; private inst-
tutions often have both “floor” and a selective process for choosing
among applicants who meet minimum requirements. It may be that
the state colleges and the University in particular will have to work
out some such combination plan in order to select the best students
from the forthcoming flood of applicants. Both the state colleges and
the University have made use of scholastic aptitude tests in the past.
However, beginning in 1960, these will be required of all applicants
for admission to both segments.

The admission of transfer students is especially important in Cali-
fornia’s tripartite system, because over one-half of all lower division
instruction within the state—including private institutions—is done
by junior colleges. Among the many useful services of the junior
colleges is that of providing a proving ground for those who have not
made records in high school good enough to justify direct entry into
senior college. Thus quality control over lateral entry rises in impor-
tance now that the new student in state colleges and on University
campuses is so often a junior rather than a freshman.

Beginning in 1961, the state colleges will require would-be transfer
students who were not eligible on the basis of high school records to
present a C (2.0 grade point) average on 60 units of college work,
or a B (3.0) average on not less than 24 units. State colleges nor-
mally accept all junior college courses in computing minimum grade-
point averages of applicants for transfer.

The University policy governing the acceptance of transfer stu-
dents is stated by an Academic Senate rule requiring the Board of
Admissions to “maintain the standard of preparation required of
students who enter the University of California,” in the admission of
applicants for advanced standing. Effective in 1957, transfer students
who were ineligible on the basis of their high school records have
been required to present a 2.4 grade-point average on 60 or more
units, or a 2.4 on 30, plus a satisfactory score on the Scholastic Apti-
tude Test.

In view of the foregoing, the Survey Team later recommends some
changes in the admission policies of both the state colleges and the
University of California. Joint Staff studies based on examination of
transcripts of 73,679 California public high school graduates in 43
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counties showed that 12.8 per cent of these graduates met the B aver-
age in the “a” to “{” subject pattern for admission to the University
of California and an additional 30.1 per cent (or a total of 42.9 per
cent) met the state college admission requirement under which most
students are admitted to the state colleges.! (That requirement is 7
Carnegie units of course work in subjects other than physical educa-
.ton and military science with grades of 4 or B (not an average) in
the last three years of high school.)

According to the state college section in the report of the Technical
Committee on Selection and Retention of Students, 80 per cent of
the new freshmen admitted to the state colleges in 1958 met this re-
quirement.

Other methods by which students are admitted to the University
of California and the state colleges are discussed earlier in this chap-
ter. Taking these into account, it is estimated that approximately 15
per cent of public high school graduates qualify for admission to
the University of California and some 350 per cent to the state colleges.

The recommendation which follows is that these per cents be re-
duced to 12% and 334 respectively. The important question is what
effect it will have on the opportunity of California public high school
graduates to continue their education in publicly supported institu-
tions in the state. The position of the Master Plan Survey Team is
that so long as any high school graduate can be admitted to a junior
college (at present non-high-school graduates may be admitted), it
will not reduce that opportunity for students able and willing to meet
the requirements for transfer to the upper division in the state col-
leges and the University of California. Figure 4 shows graphically
this situation.

The Survey Team has received the general impression that insuffi-
cient attention is given to the selection and orientation of transfer
students in both the state colleges and the University. Both systems
should be asked regularly how their transfer students are doing and
whether the standards of 2.0 for the state colleges and 2.4 for the
University are high enough {or a transier student who was deficient
in high school grades.

'T. C Hely and Arthur D Browne, “1 Soudv of the El ealalien of Geaaduaces of Californza

Public High Schools for Earcllment im Cahfurmiz Publi [nsinu.ions of Higher Learnng,”
Calsfornia Schools, XXX Decemper, 1959, 501




STUDENTS: THE PROBLEM OF QUALITY 73

HIGH SCHOOLS

Per Cont of Graductes Eligible for Admusien to Public Higher Educahon
Ekmw - s -

o "55.'5‘-‘{’-'-! b
12%2% 3?
JUNIOR
UNIVERSITY c OUL LEGES STATE
OF COLLEGES

CALFORNR 724

Institutions

WHO 1S DENIED ACCESS TO PUBLICLY SUPPORTED INSTITUTIONS?
1. As a freshmam No groduate fram an accradited high scheel

2. To upper division werk: (a) Students whe fail to achieve @ “C" average in lawer division
wark:; (b) Junior college students who fail to achieve the minimum grade-point average
in 56 unity of work.

FIGURE 4
Eligibility for Public Higher Education
{Under Master Plan Survey Propasah)

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that:

1. In order to raise materially standards for admission to the
lower division, the state colleges select first-time freshmen from
the top one-third ® (334 per cent) and the University from the
top one-eighth ® (124 per cent) of all graduates of California
public high schools with the following provisions:

2 Ag defined by the Stata Callege System.
8 Ay defined by the University of i
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a. Continuation of existing special programs and curricula in-
volving exceptions to this rule subject to approval by the
respective boards, and these to be kept to a minimum, and
those that are continued to be reported annually to the co-
ordinating agency. Any new special programs and curricula
involving such exceptions to be approved by the co-ordinating
agency.

b. Graduates of private and out-of-state secondary schools to
be held to equivalent levels.

. Implementation of Recommendation 1 be left to the two systems

with the foilowing provisions:

a. Each to have the new requirements in force for students ad-
mitted for Fall 1962

b. Inasmuch as the Survey Team favors acceptance in both
systems of a requirement that all, or almost all, of the recom-
mending units for admission shall be in college preparatory
courses, that the application of such a requirement be care-
fully studied during 1960, and this principle be applied as
fully as possible throughout both systems

. For both the state colleges and the University, freshman admis-

sions through special procedures outside the basic requirements
of recommending units of high school work or aptitude tests
or both (such as specials and exceptions to the rules) be limited
to 2 per cent of all freshman admissions in each system for a
given year. Furthermore, that all “limited” students be re-
quired to meet regular admission standards.

- Junior college functions now carried by state colleges and non-

degree lower division programs at any state college or Univer-
sity campus (other than extension) be subject to the following
rule:

The equivalent of junior college out-oi-district tuition be
charged beginning in Fall, 1960, against the counties of resi-
dence of all lower division students who are ineligible to admis-
sion by regular standards, and the funds collected paid to the
General Fund of the state.

¢ Stats Board of Education action makes this effective Fall of 1960.
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Furthermore, that such junior college functions now carried by
state colleges at state expense be terminated not later than
July 1, 1964, all admittees thereafter being required to meet
standard entrance requirements

3. The state colleges and the University require 2 minimum of at
least 56 units of acceptable advanced standing credit before
considering the admission of applicants ineligible to admission
as freshmen because of inadequate grades in high school, except
for curricula that require earlier transfer,® and except also
that each state college and campus of the University, through
special procedures developed by each, be permitted to accept
for earlier transfer not more than 2 per cent of all students who
make application for advanced standing in any year

6. Undergraduate applicants to the state colleges and the Univer-
sity who are legally resident in other states be required to meet
higher entrance requirements than are required of residents of
California, such out-of-state applicants to stand in the upper
half of those ordinarily eligible. Furthermore, that there be
developed and applied a common definition of legal residence for
these public segments.

7. A study of the transfer procedures to both the University and
the state colleges be undertaken through the co-ordinating
agency during 1960 with the view of tightening them. Evidence
available to the Master Plan Survey Team indicates the need
for such action.

8. A continuing committee on selection, admission, and retention
as a part of the co-ordinating agency be established, to make
further studies in these fields (see Recommendations ! and 2
on pages 73 and 74) and to report annually to the appropriate
agencies and persons on:

a. Transfer procedures as indicated in Recommendation 7

b. State college and University procedures in admission to the
graduate division

¥ Both sysems have alreody adopted 60 umut rales for such aunsfer scudents, bur each lefr a
way to bypass it. The state colleges allow admismon on 24 cmurs wich B average: the Universuty,
uTn30¢mmhL+mdammnwudaWymm Apumza
(=
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¢. The desirability of differing standards of admission for the

varying programs within each segment of publicly supported
institutions

9. Private institutions of higher education in California in the

approaching period of heavy enrollments strive for increased

excellence by adopting rigorous admission and retention stand-
ards.

RETENTION

All 56 junior colleges reporting in 1959 made use of probation
(in 1954 only 26 per cent did so), and all used dismissal for scho-
lastic failure, but standards and practices varied widely among them.
The Administrative Code authorizes the state colleges to place on
probation or disqualify a regular student who fails to maintain a C
average. Practices vary considerably under this rule.

The University pattern generally (except in engineering and
chemistry) is to place a student on probation if he is down six or
more grade points at the close of the first semester or fails to make
a C average in any subsequent semester, and to dismiss him if he
fails to make a C average while on probation, or fails to make a C
or above in four units, or fails to remove himself from probation
after two semesters. Practices vary somewhat from school to school
and college to college.

The Technical Committee commented concerning retention of
junior college freshmen: “Freshman students should not ordinarily
be dismissed prior to the completion of one year in order that ample
opportunity will be afforded for guidance and adjustment.” The Sur-
vey Team agreed that in many cases this was in accord with good
educational counseling practice, yet believed that any student who
fails be “subject to dismissal,” whether he is actually separated or
not, and that malingering should not be permitted on any level of
higher education. Vigorous use of probation and the threat of dis-
missal may help some “late bloomers” to flower sooner.

RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that:

1. Each segment strive for greater uniformity in policy and prac-
tices on probation and dismissal; that among segments where
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the programs are comparable, an effort be made to secure uni-
formity in policy and practices on probation and dismissal;
and that each segment report annually full retention statistics to
the co-ordinating agency

GETTING THE BEST STUDENTS IN THE APPROPRIATE INSTITUTIONS

The selection and retention devices suggested will not guarantee
either that all able young Californians will go to college or university
or that those who do will attend institutions best able to serve their
needs. Among the formidable barriers that prevent many high school
graduates of real ability from furthering their education are lack of
incentive, early marriage, interruption for military service, and
shortage of financial resources.

What can be done to minimize the waste of talent that comes
from such failure to develop capacities? Ambition commensurate
with ability can be stimulated by high school and junior college
counselors. Housing and plentiful job opportunities for married stu-
dents often bring college within the realm of possibility for those
who wed early. The availability of higher educational facilities in
the community of residence constitutes an important inducement for
young people to pursue academic studies.

STATE SCHOLARSHIPS AND FELLOWSHIPS

Because recommendations on scholarships in both the Strayer
Committee Report ® and the Restudy 7 undoubtedly had a bearing on
the beginning of state awards to students, these are reviewed briefly
here.

The Strayer Committee Report of 1948 recommended the estab-
lishment of a subsistence scholarship program to be administered
jointly by the State Board of Education and The Regents of the Uni-
versity and to make two different types of awards as follows: (a)
2,000 undergraduate awards of $750 each, to be made annually and
to be used for attendance at any of the public higher education insti-
tutions in the state and (b) 500 fellowships in the amount of $1,000
each, to be awarded annually by The Regents of the University for
use in the graduate and professional schools of the University.

s Monroe E. Deursch, Anb A. Douglass, and Gearge D. Stra A Repors Surv
lha Needs or Califormia » H‘fzhcr Educasion, Berkeley: University ye of Califormia lg'.fe;.l g o

rT. \'I:Cmeﬂ.TC.HolrandH}LSanms.ARcwyafduNemodesfmm
Highsr Educanion. Ssacramento, Cabiformua State Deparmment of Educaoon, 1957.
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In substance, the scholarship program recommended in the 1953
Restudy provided for a maximum of 3,200 undergraduate scholar-
ships not to exceed $600 each and to be awarded annually to legal
residents of California based on actual and demonstrated need. These
awards could be used at either public or private institutions in the
state for the payment of living expenses as well as tuition and fees.
The recommendations further provided that owing to the shortage
of teachers in the state 40 per cent of the total number of annual
awards should be made to students preparing to teach.

The California State Scholarship Program ® adopted by the Legis-
lature in 1955 has been the principal state mechanism for direct
financial assistance to promising students. During 1959-1960 it pro-
vided 2,560 students with tuition scholarships at a total cost of
approximately $1,224,000. These undergraduate scholarships pay
“tuition or necessary fees or both tuition and fees” up to $600 per
academic year. In this respect the current program differs from that
recommended in the Strayer Committee Report and the Restudy in
that the awards may not be used for subsistence. In practice, they
have been used more in private than in public institutions. Not only
has the program afforded the youth of California a greater freedom
of choice, it also may effect net savings to the taxpayers in both
capital investment and operating costs. Independent institutions have
been encouraged to expand enrollment and facilities; in the long
run such expansion may relieve somewhat the pressure on public
higher education.

Three problems encountered by the Survey Team may be partially
solved through expansion of the program. As more and more students
apply for awards, and as tuition rates increase, there is need for
additional scholarships and higher stipends. In order to provide for
the student with little means of support or who prefers a public
institution, some provision is needed for subsistence. To utilize more
fully excess capacity in the graduate divisions of private and public
institutions and to provide more nearly the supply of advanced degree
holders required to meet the coming demand for college teachers,
the program should be expanded upward to include the award of
graduate fellowships.

! Although the legslanion creanng this program fixes a terminal date of Juiy 1, 1964 (Secaon
31219 of the 1959 rIJ-::.d;.'u.cm::ox:; Code), the moommen.dai:_;m for 15 capagaina whicn folws ay
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RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that:

1. The present scholarship program be expanded to include addi-
tional scholarships to provide for the rapidly increasing num-
ber of qualified applicants

2. The amount of the scholarship be increased to compensate for
additional educational costs since the original stipend was es-
tablished

3. In the event a state scholarship recipient elects to attend a
junior college before entering a four-year institution, his schol-
arship be retained for him, provided his jumior college record
meets the level required by the State Scholarship Commission

4. In addition to the State Scholarship Program, a new and sep-
arate bill be enacted to provide subsistence grants to recipients
of state scholarships, the amount of such grants to be based on
the financial need of the individual students, the maximum
amount being that necessary to defray expenses of room and
board at the average of such charges to the student in institu-
tionally operated student residences

5. In view of the need to divert more college graduates into teach-
ing and the need for more funds to provide fellowship assist-
ance to those in graduate training, a new State Graduate Fel-
lowship Program be established to accomplish these purposes
and to assist in making it possible for graduate schools to
operate at as near capacity as possible

ALLOCATION OF STUDENTS AMONG INSTITUTIONS

In the section on “Modified Projections” in Chapter IV, diversion
was proposed of approximately 50,000 lower division students in 1975
from the State College System and from the University of California
to junior colleges. The means of accomplishing this transfer are left
to the governing boards of the two segments. The tightened admission
standards, suggested earlier in this chapter, will help to divert many
students to the junior colleges; so may overcrowded conditions on
state college and University campuses. Persuasive counseling might
help “sell” the merits of the junior colleges. Increased prestige of the
junior colleges can amplify their attraction. Eventually, the systems
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may have to resort to quotas and develop methods ot selection in
addition to basic admission requirements.

Within each system a similar problem must be faced. The 1973
status quo full-time enrollment projections for Long Beach, Los An-
geles, San Diego, and San Jose state colleges exceed the 20,000 limit
suggested by the Survey Team. Those for the Berkeley and Los
Angeles campuses of the University exceed the 27,500 maximum
suggested. (See Tables 5 and 6 of Chapter IV.) Therefore, each
system must find ways to divert applicants from one institution
to another within the same segment.

Obviously, this is a difficult and dangerous task, but it must be
faced immediately’ by governing boards because some of the insti-
tutions named will be approaching their ceilings even before 1963.

If there is too long a delay, decisions may have to be made in an
atmosphere of clamor and controversy not conducive to careful and
deliberate consideration.

Organizational and procedural aspects are relatively simple. Ad-
missions offices will have to be expanded to administer any plan
more complicated than enforcement of the basic admission require-
ments. If subjective judgments are going to be made on applicants,
beyond their scholastic records and aptitude scores, then persons of
maturity—preferably with professional competence in teaching and
counseling—should serve as interviewers and make or recommend
the decisions. A sensible first step in preparing to meet the problem
of overcrowding would be to put on application forms a question
calling for second and third choices of institution in case the first
is not available.

Among the better criteria suggested for choosing those applicants
to be admitted to a particular institution, when all cannot be accom-
modated, are the following:

1. The best students should be granted their first chowce. The
Technical Committee on Selection and Retention of Students
stressed the importance of giving the exceptional applicant the
privilege of choosing where he is to go.

2. Continuing or re-entering students at each institution should be
given preference over new students.

3. Applicants within commuting range might be chosen before
those requiring dormitory accommodations.
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4. The more advanced student could be favored over the less ad-
vanced.

The team is less favorably impressed with these possible criteria:

1. Students with extracurricular skills—athletic, forensic, musical,
- might be preferred.

2. Sons and daughters of alumni might be given some preference.

3. Applications might be accepted in the order in which they are
received, providing admission standards are met.

4, Choice by chance, through drawing lots, could be resorted to if
other means fail.

Each system must determine for itself how to even up the student
load. In attempting to do so, there will be some “leakage” to other seg-
ments and—more serious in consequences—abandonment of college
plans. Insofar as possible, the Survey Team favors attempting the
redirection of applicants by positive means rather than negative.
The attractive features of smaller colleges and campuses can be
stressed. More personal instruction, a richer student life, and supe-
rior housing and parking facilities are among the cormmon assets
that draw students to smaller institutions. Whether by conviction
or coercion, or both, the segments must divert students from over-
crowded institutions to those with unused capacity.



CrAPTER VI

INSTITUTIONAL CAPACITIES AND
AREA NEEDS

In order to estimate the needs of California and of the several
economic areas within the state for additional capacity to accommo-
date the projected college enrollment in 1975 in the junior colleges,
the state colleges, the University of California, and the independent
colleges and universities, the Technical Committee on Institutional
Capacities and Area Needs was asked to do the following:

1.

To determine the enrollment capacities of the state colleges and
university campuses when currently funded expansion is com-
pleted

To break down by State Economic Areas the capacities of the
junior colleges, state colleges, the University, and the inde-
pendent colleges and universities

- To determine the estimated number of students in higher edu-

cation in 1975, in excess of present and currently funded capaci-
ties of the colleges and universities, by divisional levels and by
State Economic Areas

. To point up the needs of the several State Economic Areas for

new junior colleges, state colleges, and campuses of the Univer-
sity by 1975 and to establish priorities for their creation

To set forth as accurately as possible minimum, optimum, and
maximum sizes (in terms of enrollments) for junior colleges,
state colleges, and campuses of the University

. To appraise the current utilization of physical plants in public

institutions of higher education and to recommend improvement
of utilization without decreasing the effectiveness of instruc-
tional, research, and service programs. In addition to completing
this assignment, the Technical Committee brought up to date
the 1958 Study of Facuity Demand and Supply in California

[82]
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Higher Education, 1957-1970, for the various segments. How-
ever, that portion of the committee’s report is covered in Chap-
ter VII.

ASSUMPTIONS

This is necessarily a status quo study and is based on the assump-
tion that policies now in effect will remain without major modifica-
tions. The enrollment projections used are based on the assumption
that the recent and current trends in the economy oi the state and
nation will continue. Obviously, any changes in this complex of
factors will affect the findings of this study. In most instances, how-
ever, the impact of such changes can be reasonably well anticipated
and adjustments made accordingly.

SourcEs oF Darta

The 148 colleges and universities included in this study are those
listed as “Institutions of Higher Education in California” in the
1958-59 edition of the Education Directory prepared by the Office
of Education.? These include 70 junior colleges (63 public and seven
private) and technical institutes which offer at least two years, but
less than four years, of college-level studies beyond the twelfth grade;
25 colleges and universities which offer the bachelor’s degree only
and first professional degrees or both, and 44 colleges and universi-
ties offering the master’s or a second professional degree or both.
This latter group includes institutions offering the customary first
graduate degree and any degree earmed in the same field after the
first professional degree, or after a bachelor’s degree in the same
field. Among these institutions are nine colleges and universities that
grant the doctor of philosophy or an equivalent degree. Table 12
shows the distribution according to level of offering.

Enrollment projections used throughout the chapter were obtained
from the State Department of Finance. Most of the other informa-
tion was obtained through a series of questionnaires sent to the 148
colleges and universities. The degree of response is shown in Table 13.

1T. C. 1957&??70 Se:nlns.AShldy of Faculty Danzfndﬁ-;d Slwplyzglehf&m H:gh:ir
Education, Prepared for the Liawon Commttee Regents niversity
Califormis and the Califorms SuaBomlofEdudedzy Unaverary of Califormua Press,

1958

Ed U&Dm 195:‘1959 PE3 Hszh:;dﬂv%ma lg\?ﬁi’;&h{xz D.C.. Oﬁcs of
unuon, Depcun:n: Health, Educanon, alfare vailahls from

candeus of Documens, U. S. Governmén: Pranng Office, Washisgion 25, D.C) Superm-
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TABLE 12

Institutions of Higher Education in Califerma
by Highest Level of Educatren Offered

Level of offenng Number of mnstitutions
Teemunal oo oo ... 70
Bachelor's oo 25
Master's oo, +
Doctorate. . oo g*
Total institutions. oo, 148

, * All campuses of the Universury of Califormia are cuunted :ogether as one
insaranon.

TABLE 13

Number of Questionnaires Sent, to What Type of Institution,
Number Returned, and Per Cent of Response

Number Number Per cenc of
Segment sent returned responas
Junior colleges_____ ... _._____. 70 68 97
State colleges______ ... . _....._.. 13 13 100
University of California {one per
CAMPUI) o oo m 7 7 100
Independent colleges and umversities 6+ it 84

In additior, much valuable information was received from the
California Junior College Association and faculty members of col-
leges and universities in the state. Other significant contributions
were made by the California State Department of Education, the
State Department of Finance, the University, and the Research
Division of the National Education Association.

The present study was made under severe time restriction and
could not have been completed without great reliance on previous
studies, especially 4 Restudy of the Needs of California in Higher
Education?® A Study of the Need jor Additioral Centers of Public
Higher Education in California,* and 4 Study of Faculty Demand
and Supply in California Higher Education, 1957-1970.

*T. R, McConnell, T. C. Holy, and H. H. Semans. 1 Restudv of the Needs of Californa in
Higher Educanom. Sactamenro: California State Department of Educanon, 1955. )

*H. H. Semans and T. C. Holy, 4 Studv or the Nead for Addizomal Centers or Public Highear
Educarton _1n Culiformia. Sacramento Californiy Sta e Department of Fdueation 1937

*T. C. Holy and H. H. Semaas. A Studv or Fecultv Demand a1d Supplv n Califorma Higher
Educanion, [957.1970 Prepared for the Liuson Commurtee of The Regenrs of the Unuversitv of
1Cga.ls.|§¢::|ua and the Cabforma State Board of Educanon. Berkeley Uawversity ot Calformia Press.
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STUDENT CAPACITIES OF PHYSICAL PLANTS

In A Restudy of the Needs of California in Higher Education
(1953) the study of capacities was done largely by a detailed analy-
sis of the square feet of floor space in the physical plants, to which
was applied standard floor area requirements per full-time student.
In addition, detailed information was obtained on the use of all
classrooms and laboratories in each segment. On the basis of the fore-
going, new utilization standards were recommended and approved
by the two governing boards. Because of limited time a simpler
approach was necessary in this study. Each institution was asked
to report the number of students its physical plant could accom-
modate.

DELIMITATION
This study sought the following information concerning the ca-
pacities of the physical plants of the state’s colleges and universities,
both public and private, as of the time of completion of “assured”
construction—that is, construction for which financing is certain.

1. The number of students, by divisional levels, who can be
accommodated

2. The assured capacity of temporary buildings that will be con-
tinued in use

3. The seating capacities of the libraries—crucial buildings in any
institution’s educational program

Capacities are generally expressed in terms of full-time students,
i.e., undergraduates carrying 12 or more units and graduate students
who are making normal progress toward an approved goal. It is as-
sumed that part-time students, many of whom attend classes in the
late afternoon and evening hours, will continue to be accommodated
in the colleges and universities during those hours and during slack
periods in the regular day programs.

INSTITUTIONAL CAPACTITIES
Each college and university in the study was asked for its student
capacities in terms of its own educational programs, policies and
plans, and as of the completion of presently assured construction.
The term “presently assured construction” was defined in two ways:



86 MASTER PLAN FOR HIGHER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA

1. For the state colleges and the University, it was specifically
termed “funded expansion,” and was defined as any construc-
tion which has been provided funds for working drawings, or for
any stage beyond.

In this connection it should be noted that “assured construc-
tion” of the state colleges and the University includes construc-
tion for which additional appropriations are needed. The follow-
ing is a summary of unappropriated sums for these two

segraents:
Segment Amounts Vet to Be Approved
State colleges $26,443,500
University of California 40,381,140*
Total $66,824,640

» This sum exciudes the unappropnated funds for the San Franasco campus; Uuvernty
d&hﬁm:;LuAngela,MedmlCaan&Hmﬂm;andsmmdemmd
2. Financing the capital outlay programs of the junior colleges and
the independent institutions is somewhat more involved, since
the money comes from a variety of sources. For these institu-
tions, “assured construction” was defined as “construction for
which financing is now assured.” Although this definition is a
close equivalent of that used for the state colleges and the
University, it is somewhat more restrictive.

Table 14 shows the student capacity for each segment after com-
pletion of assured construction and the per cent of increase over the
Fall, 1958, capacity.

CAPACITY IN TEMPORARY FACILITIES

A permanent building is defined as one which is to be retained
according to the long-range physical master plan of the institution,
while a temporary one is defined as one which is not to be retained.
As defined in this study, then, the “temporariness” of a building
has nothing to do with the nature of its construction, but rather
with the use to which it is to be put in the future. Table 135 shows
the per cent of student capacities which, at the time of completion
of assured construction, will be in buildings which the institutions
plan eventuaily to remove from service.

Applying the above total per cent to the total student capacity
shows that at the time of completion of assured construction more
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than 42,000 students wiil be in buildings to be removed from instruc-
tional service, thus increasing the difference between institutional

capacities and 1975 enrollment needs.

TABLE 14

Student Capacities After Compietion of Assured Construction and

Per Cent Increcse Over Fall, 1958, Capacities

7all, i of
1958, stsured
Segmenc capacity comstruction
unior colleges... ... ___________. 135,068 170,020
gune cotleges.. e s 43,093 *68,483
University of Califorma. ... ______ 34,156 51,500
t colleges and umvernities.. .. 60,400 71,4258
Total e 272,719 361,429

18.2
32.5

* This figure mcludes Califorma Mantme Academy and a capamty of 500 students each for

Alameds and Crange County Stata

TABLE 15

Per Cent of Instructional Space in Temporary Buildings,

by Segment, Fail, 1958

Per cent 1n temporary

Segment buildiogs
unior colleges_ . ... 14 2
tate colleges . ieiaaa. 12
University of California.ee ceeueecccooeeoonns 20
Independent colleges and universities . ... 6.6
Stare total ... 11.7

CAPACITY OF LIBRARY FACILITIES

Of the 60 public junior colleges for which library capacities were
obtained, 35, or 58 per cent will have, after completion of assured
construction, at least 10 per cent as many library study stations as
capacity for full-time students. The library capacity of five of the
13 state colleges and four of the five major University of California
campuses will be at least one-third that of the capacity for full-time
students. The American Library Association’s minimum standards
for library seating capacities vary according to the kind of institu-
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tion. For junior colleges. the Association récomniends a seating ca-
pacity of from 10 to 23 per cent, whereas, for colleges and universi-
ties, it recommends a seating capacity of at least one-third that of
the student capacity of the school.

It is difficult to draw meaningiul conclusions concerning the
library capacities of the independent colleges and universities since
this group includes private junior colleges, professional schools, four-
and five-year schools, and universities offering the doctorate. The
library capacity needs of these institutions will vary considerably,
depending on the nature of the institution and its curricular empha-
sis. There is a wide variation in library capacities ranging from no
library capacity at Electronic Technical Institute, which offers only
lower division work, to 146.4 per cent of student enrollment capacity
at Claremont Graduate School. In the case of this latter institution,
no doubt the library was designed to accommodate subsequent in-
creases in student capacity.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CAPACITY
AND PROJECTED ENROLLMEN TS

Table 16 contrasts the student capacities which will exist in the
colleges and universities in California at the time of completion of
assured construction with the projected 1975 graded enrollments,
i.e., those assigned to ajl of the three divisions—Ilower, upper, and
graduate. The enrollment projections are dascd on the status quo
and do not take into consideration the diversion of students to the
junior colleges as recommended elsewhere in this report. They also
exclude the special students, that is, those not classified by divisional
levels, and enrollments projected by the two medijcal schools. It
will be seen from Table 16 that at the time of completion or assured
construction (the bulk of which will be complete in 1962) there will
be capacity for 361,229 students m all the state’s colleges and uni-
versities, both public and private. The projected full-time graded
enroilment in 1975 is 648,650. If this is subtracted from the capacity
figure of 361,429, then the diiference. which is 287.221. is the number
of students for whom physical facilities must be provided. It should
be noted that this difference does not take into account the 42.000
students mentioned earlier who will be in buildings scheduled for
removal from instructional service,
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Lest it be forgotten, it is again pointed out that the figures in
Table 16 are based on the assumption that the distribution of enroll-
ment in the various segments in 1975 will approximate that of 1959.
If the recommendation to divert by 1975 some 30,000 students, who
would normally be enrolled in the lower divisions of the state col-
leges and the University, to public junior colleges is implemented,
the figures presented here would be materially changed. Such a diver-
sion would change by 1975 the enrollment figures in the public junior

TABLE 16

State-wide Fuil-time Graded Student Capaaties of California Colleges

and Universities After Assured Construction, as Compared
With Projected 1975 Full-time Enroliments !

Lower
Segment divinon
Public junicr colleges
Projected 1975 enrollment. oecceeeo .. 246,350
PGy oo c o e eeeeee 170,020
Difference .. ieeemmeme——ae 76,330
State ool
Projected 1975 enrollment. oo ceeeooo _ 91,750
Capadity e reeea———— 29,337
Differente. o e eeeeeeeee 62,413
University of Caltforma
Projected 1575 enrollment. o cece e ... 45,900
0P T 73 18,050
Diference . oo eceeeae 27,850
Independent colleges and universities
Projected 1975 earollment _........... 34,250
PACILY e e cccccmcecccemac e 29,815
Difference. .o 4,434
State totals
Projected 1975 enroilment_ ________.___. 418,250
Capat Y e e 247,223
Difference. o cccecccacccccaeee 171,027

Upper
division

-

96,300
35,538

60,762
50,450
20,650
29,800
25,550
26,273
—723
172,300
82,461
89,839

Graduate

divinion

11,950
3,608

8,342
54,750
12,300
21,950
11,400
15,337

—3,937
58,100
31,745
26,353

Total

*246,350
170,020

76,330

200,000
68,483

131,517

*131,100
*$1,500

79,600

*71,200
71,426

—126

*648,630
361,429

287,221

1The emdmmllmnmthmdd:eSmDepnmdmemdthamuum

hy the

'EuludsSOSOspeudmdmumnhe]mmﬂm.z.ﬁOm:he dependent colleges and
Franasco cam of the Univemary of C a.h?oma.ndZSOOa:thu
this number to:haum.lpmrected 1975

umvemntes, 2,600 ar che San campus
Los Apngeles Medicai Center, 2 rocal of 12.700.

enroliment of 645,650 n this able gives 561,350, the total given m Tables 2 and 4
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colleges from 246,350 to 296,350, and as a resuit the “difference’’
figure between the capacity of assured conmstruction and projected
enrollment would change from 76,330, shown in Tabie 16, to 126,330.
By this diversion, however, provision for 30,000 fewer students in
state colleges and the state university will be required.

UNUSED PHYSICAL CAPACITY FOR GRADUATE
STUDENTS AT THE DOCTORAL LEVEL

Since one of the basic issues in the Survey is that of an adequate
supply of well trained college and university staffs, effort was made
to ascertain the extent of unused physical space for graduate students
at the doctoral level in the University of California and the independ-
ent colleges and universities. Each institution was asked how many
more graduate students its institution could accommodate with pres-
ent physical facilities (staff was not considered) than were served
in the fall semester, 1958. Responses from both public and private
universities indicate unused physical capacity for approximately 1,100
graduate students at the doctoral level (exeluding medical and other
professional schools), with the most room in the fields of agriculture,
education, English, modern languages, and social sciences. While
the reports on additional capacity at the master’s degree level were
not conclusive, it appears that there is presently capacity for some
additional expansion at this level.

FINDINGS

1. The “assured construction capacity” of the colleges and univer-
sities of the state for full-time students is 32.5 per cent greater
than their Fall, 1958, capacity.

2. This total assured construction capacity of 361,429 students
will need to be increased by some 287,000 or 79.5 per cent by
1975 to meet the projected enroliments of 648,630 full-time
graded students in that year. (See second footnote on Tabie 16
explaining the difference between this total and that in Chap-
ter IV.)

3. The assured construction capacity figure and the projected 1973
enrollment figure for all levels in the independent colleges and
universities are very close—with a difference of only 226 capac-
ity over projected enrollment. At the graduate level alone,
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however, these institutions have an excess capacity of 3,937
over projected 1975 graduate enroliments.

4. After assured construction is completed, a total of 11.7 per
cent or more than 42,000 students, will be in buildings sched-
uled for removal from instructional service.

5. After the funded construction is completed, 58 per cent of the
public junior colleges will have at least 10 per cent as many
library study stations as capacity for full-time students, which
falls within the standard recommended by the American Library
Association.

6. Five of the 13 state colleges and four of the five major Univer-
sity of California campuses will, after completion of funded
construction, have at least one-third (the minimum recom-
mended by the American Library Association) as many library
study stations as capacity for full-time students.

7. There is at present capacity for approximately 1,100 additional
students at the doctoral level with the mast room in the felds
of agriculture, education, English, modern languages, and social
sciences.

CONCLUSIONS

1. Since practicaily all junior college students attend institutions
within commuting range of their homes, the capacity for junior
college students in one State Economic Area will have a very
limited effect on the need for additional junior college facilities
in other State Economic Areas. (The Techaical Committee
Report shows that the total excess capacity over 1975 projected
enrollments in six of the 19 State Economic Areas will be 3,659.)

2. The excess of assured capacity over 1975 projected enrollments
in the independent colleges and universities at the graduate
level, in the amount of 3,937, represents available capacity pres-
ently existing which might substantially relieve the enrollment
pressures in the public institutions. The Restudy (p. 372) con-
tains this recommendation with respect to such unused capacity:

In those areas where the need for tramed personnel and the number of

qualified students seeking enrollment exceeds the capaaty of the currently
available faclities n public nsututions while under-used capacities 1 pn-
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vate nsututions are avauable, [the State] contract with these institutions
for enrolling such students i therr educational programs.

UTILtzaTION oF PHYSICAL PLANTS

In 1948 the Strayer Report,® and again in 1955 the Restudy of
the Needs of California in Higher Education,” presented detailed
analyses of plant capacity and plant utilization. In both reports spe-
cific recommendations were made and the Restudy, in particular, gave
consideration to the total problem of developing a balanced campus.
This study does not duplicate these previous analyses of space stand-
ards and room and student station use, but rather reviews these
earlier standards and recommendations to determine the extent to
which they have been implemented and the degree to which they have
been instrumental in achieving greater utilizatjon, if such is the case.

Specifically, the purposes of this study are as follows:

I. To review existing standards of utilization as developed both by
the Strayer Report and the Restudy

2. To determine, if possible, the extent to which existing standards
are being achieved

3. To recommend modifications of existing standards for both room
utilization and student station utilization where such are needed

4. To propose additional devices, techniques, and procedures which
could increase still further the utilization of both classrooms
and student stations without interfering with the educational
program.

PLANT UTILIZATION AND UTILIZATION STANDARDS

As a result of its study, the Strayer Committee in 1948 recom-
mended that an average utilization of 29 hours per week be accepted
as an attainable standard for the total instructiomal rooms (labora-
tory and nonlaboratory combined) in estimating the capacity of the
California state colleges and the various campuses of the University
(Strayer Report, p. 67). This recommendation was approved by both
The Regents and the State Board of Education.

¢ Monroe E. Deutsch, Aubrey A. Douglass, md George D. Serayer, A Report of the Survey of

the Neads of Calsforma s Higher Eiucotion. Op. at,
TT. R, McConnell, T. C. Haly, and H. H. Semans, A Restudy of tha Needs or Califormia ms
Higher Education. Op. o,
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The Restudy recommended a standard room utilization of (a)
classrooms of 36 scheduled hours per week with class enroilments,
after the first month of the term, averaging 67 per cent of room
capacity, and of (b) teaching laboratories of 24 scheduled hours per
week with class enrollments, after the first month of the term, aver-
aging 80 per cent of room capacity (Restzdy, p. 321). Both the
State Board of Education and The Regents approved this recom-
mendation as a desirable goal.

The University is currently using both the Restudy utilization and
space standards in projecting its building needs, although it is the
studied opinion of the chief planning analyst for the University that
the utilization standards for classroom and laboratories cannot be
achieved. The experience of the state colleges has caused the Depart-
ment of Education, with the consent of the State Department of
Finance, to adopt the following utilization standards, which are a
modification of the Restudy standards. The determination of facilities
needed for the state colleges is presently based upon standards which
call for (a) an average room use of 30 hours per week with 75 per
cent student station utilization for all classrooms and seminars, (b)
an average room use of 25 hours per week with an 85 per cent stw
dent station utilization for all activity rooms, and {c) 20 hours of
room use per week with 85 per cent utilization of student stations for
all teaching laboratories.

In 1957 Russell and Doi? studied the room utilization of 37 in-
stitutions maintaining programs leading to the bachelor’s or higher
degree. They found, as is generally the case, extreme ranges both in
room and student station utilization. However, even in the 10 per cent
of the 57 institutions with greatest utilization of their plants, neither
their room nor student station utilization was as high as the standards
recommended in either the Straver Report or the Restudy.

Experience in the state colleges, with their current utilization
standards shown above, indicates that while the student station utili-
zation of 85 per cent for both special activity rooms and for teach-
ing laboratories might possibly be attained, the 75 per cent utiliza-
tion of student stations in classrooms is unrealistic chiefly because
of the wide variations between the size of classes and the seating

® John Dale Russell and James J. Doi, Manual for Space Unlizaton m Colleges amd Unsver-
ntier. Amencan Assocucon of Collegiate Regusars and Admussions Officers. Menasha, Wisconsin,
George Banma Co., 1957, p. 115, -
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capacity of the classrooms. Likewise, for the University campuses,
while the Restudy standard of 80 per cent student station utilization
for laboratories is a possibility, the 67 per cent student station utili-
zation standard for classrooms and seminars is excessively high
under current operational procedures.

POSSIBLE METHODS FOR INCREASING
PHYSICAL PLANT UTILIZATION

Expert opinion and judgment has been sought in an effort to deter-
mine what new practices, as well as what modifications of existing
practices, might be proposed in an effort to effect greater utilization
of physical plants. It should be noted here that better use of physical
plants is a very effective means of achieving economy. This study
indicated that the following might be the most fruitful:

1. Class or room scheduling:

a. Scheduling 2s many organized classes between 12:00 noon
and 5:00 p.m. as between 8:00 a.m. and 12 noon. The pre-
vailing pattern for many years has been classes at 9:00
through 11:00 am. on Monday, Wednesday, and Friday.

b. Scheduling three-hour classes on Tuesday, Thursday, and
Saturday morning, or three-hour classes on Tuesday and
Thursday using one and one-half hours on each of the two
days or both

¢. Scheduling of resident students for evening classes, espe-
cially laboratory classes where need is great and utilization
generally low

d. Centralization of control on each campus of all instructional
spaces, particulacly those spaces used by more than one
department

2. Use of electronic equipment for registration (scheduling) proce-
dures. Such equipment has been recently installed at Purdue
University and has been found to be highly satisfactory.

3. Extension of school day to include evening classes (not to be
confused with adult education programs). There are, of course,
concomitant problems of staffing, use of auxiliary facilities such
as library, cafeteria, parking, housing, and even maintenance
problems to be considered.
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4. Development of a trimester (three-term year) or the adoption
of the four-quarter system. Most school calendars now provide
for two 16- to 183-week semesters. The trimester plan would
divide the calendar year into three terms of 14 to 15 weeks each.
This plan would require only a2 minimum of curricular adjust-
ments, but it would have major implications in other areas.
The four-quarter system, with about 12 weeks in each quarter,
seems to have most of the advantages of the trimester plan and
fewer disadvantages. Among the institutions now using the
four-quarter plan are Stanford University, California State
Polytechnic College, University of Chicago, University of Min-
nesota, University of Oregon, University of Washington, and
Ohio State University. The crucial point is the adoption of a
system or other means which would allow an equal distribution
of students throughout the whole calendar year and thereby
make full use of existing facilities.

5. Adoption of a uniform calendar for kindergarten through grad-
uate school. Such a calendar could greatly enhance the possibili-
ties of better utilization of physical facilities. It would provide
for maximum articulation for students at all levels with a mini-
mum of overlapping.

MODIFICATION OF EXISTING SPACE STANDARDS

In 1954 with the exception of California State Polytechnic, Chico,
and Humboldt state colleges, student dormitories were not available
to any extent on the state college campuses. However, following a
Restudy recommendation for a continuous program of residential
hall construction in the state colleges, much headway has been made.
Currently, however, the health service facilities on the state college
campuses are limited to those required for dispensary service only.
With the development of on-campus living facilities, it appears that
there should be an expansion of health services to include infirmary
care for resident students.

At the time of the Restudy report, graduate programs in the state
colleges were generally limited to teacher education and to its allied
fields. Research was considered the exclusive function of the Univer-
sity. Consequently, the recommended standard floor areas for state
colleges in the Restudy reflect these limitations. Since that study, the
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state colleges have been authorized to extend thewr graduate programs
and currently grant the master's degree (n a variery nt subject felds.
including the humanities, the biological and the phvsical sciences.
mathematics, social sciences. and occupational fields

Certainly these changes in the program of the state colleges and
the addition of dormitory facilities should be recognized in the de-
velopment of space standards applied to the building program of
this segment.

FINDINGS

1. Neither the Resiudy standards of utilization now in effect for
the University oi Caliiornia or the lower ones subsequently
developed by the State Department of Education are, it seems,
now being achieved by the University or the state colleges.
Highest utilization, however. is achieved in metropolitan centers
where classes are scheduled late afternoons and evenings.

2. The Russell and Doi ? study of 37 institutions maintaining pro-
grams leading to the bachelor’s or higher degree found that
neither room nor student sta‘ion utilization even in the 10 per
cent with highest utilization were as high as the standards
recommended in the Strayer and Restudy reports.

CONCLUSIONS

1. Because the evidence at hand indicates that neither the Restudy
standards of utilization now in eifect in the University nor those
developed somewhat later by the State Department of Educa-
tion are realizable, more moderate standards should be estab-
lished.

2. Two of the factors that adversely affect the utilization of in-
structional facilities are the controls exercised by various de-
partments of instruction over ceriain classes and certain as-
signed space and the lack of an articulated school calendar.

RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that:

1. The standard utilization of classrooms in the jumor colleges.
state colleges, and the University of California be at the maxi-
mum practicable levels. but in no case shail [use of classrooms ]

9 John Dale Russell and James J. Doi, Msana. ror Space Unlization e Colleges and Unsrer-
stes Qp ot
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average less than 30 scheduled hours per week, with class en-
rollments after the first month oi the term averaging 60 per cent
of room capacity

The standard room utilization of teaching laboratories in the
junior colleges, the state colleges, and the University of Cali-
fornia be at the maximum practicable levels, but in no case
shall fuse of laboratories] average less than 20 scheduled hours
per week, with class enrollments aiter the first month of the
term averaging 80 per cent of room capacity

. In determining the need for instructional facilities in the junior

colleges, state colleges, and campuses of the University of Cali-
fornia, the following factors be taken into account:

a. The two recommended standards of utilization

b. The space standards as found in Tables 33, 34, and 36 of
A Restudy of the Needs of California in Higher Education
(with such modifications as changes in the present differentia-
tion of functions among the public segments may justify)

¢. The number of FTE (full-time equivalent) students used in
projecting building requirements be limited to those to be
instructed in the day program, that is, from 8:00 a.m. to
5:00 p.m.

In the scheduling of classes greater use be made of the late after-
noon and evening hours and when possible of Saturday, thereby
making the achievement of the foregoing utilization standards
easier

The scheduling of instructional facilities be centrally controlled
on each campus with such exceptions as may be approved by the
appropriate governing board. (Examples of exceptions are the
physical facilities for medicine, law, and other areas where the
facilities are designed for highly specialized uses.)

The co-ordinating agency (or a continuing committee on plant

problems which it might create) undertake without delay the

foliowing studies:

a. A complete study of the current utilization in the junior col-
leges, state colleges, and the University of California [no
such study has been made since 1953-34] for the specific
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purpose of making such modification 1n the- above recom-
mended standards of utilization as are justified by the find-
ings

b. The possible economic and educational gains that might be
effected by the adoption of an articulated calendar for all
segments of public higher education in California

7. Space provisions for health services be increased to allow for
infirmary care on state college and University campuses where
dormitories are provided

8. Inasmuch as the space standards found in 4 Restudy of the
Needs of California in Higher Education, in Tables 33, 34, and
36, were based on the then existing functions of the state col-
leges and the University, such standards be modified where
agreed upon changes in functions require different space allo-
cations

9. In order to provide calendar arrangements that will both fit the
public school year and permit fuller use of the state’s higher
education physical facilities:

a. Every public higher education institution and private institu-
tions, as able, offer academic programs in the summer months
of unit value equivalent to one-quarter of a year, one-haif or
three-quarters of a semester

b. State funds be provided for the state colleges and the Uni-
versity of California to offer during the full summer period
academic programs on one or more of the patterns indicated
in (a) above for regular degree and credential candidates
who have met basic admission requirements

c. The co-ordinating agency (or a continuing committee which
it might create) study during 1960 the relative merits of
trimester and four-quarter plans for year-round use of the
physical plants of both public and private institutions, and
on the basis of that study recommend a calendar for higher
education in California

NEED FOR ADDITIONAL PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS
Through its projections and analyses, this section is designed to
point out the kinds, numbers, and sizes and approximate location of
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public institutions of higher education that will be needed in Cali-
fornia to meet the needs of its qualified students between now and
1975. More specifically, the goals are to show the following:

1. The distribution of present and future high school graduates
among the various counties and areas of the state, and the po-
tential enrollments in 1975 resulting therefrom in junior col-
leges, state colleges, and the University

2. Geographical areas not adequately provided with junior college
services
3. Geographical areas where additional state colleges will be

needed and the priority of need for such new colleges among
the various areas

4. Geographical areas where additional campuses of the Univer-
sity will be needed and the priority of need for such new cam-
puses among the various areas.

ASSUMPTIONS

There are, of course, many variables that cannot be anticipated.
Changes may occur in the economic conditions of the state and of the
nation and in the international situation; the current patterns of the
attraction of students from the various areas of the state by the
individual institutions may change; certain institutions of higher
education may be unable to accommodate all the students projected
for enrollment in them. Since the nature and extent of such changes
cannot be foretold at this time, this study assumes that policies and
conditions in all such matters will remain essentially as in 1959.

It is further assumed that, while the particular needs of localities
should not be overlooked, the general interest of the state is para-
mount. Therefore, in determining the need for additional jumior col-
lege facilities, the location of new state colleges and mew campuses
of the University, the following are most important:

1. The relative numbers of high school graduates, the location of
existing institutions in the various areas of the state, and the
relation between their capacity and the estimated enroilment
in the area served by each such institution

2. The relative numbers of potential students within reasonable
commuting distance of each of the proposed sites
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3. The need to accommodate numbers of students in excess of the
capacities of the physicai plants of existing funior coileges. siate
colleges, and campuses of the University.

MAGNITUDE OF THE PROBLEM

As projected, annual high school graduates, public and private,
will increase from 123,807 1in 1957-38 to 341,330 in 1974-73, or an
increase of 176 per cent.

For more than a half-century, there has been a gradual increase
in the proportion of high school graduates who continue their edu-
cation. Since there seem to be no valid reasons why this trend will
be reversed, projected freshman enrollments are expected to increase
even more rapidly than the number of high school graduates. The
anumber of full-time freshmen in both public and private institutions
is expected to increase from 90,054 in the Fall of 1958 to 254,750
in 1975, or 183 per cent. This means that for every freshman in
1958 there will be nearly three in 1973. As projected, full-time
freshman enrollments in the junior colleges, state colleges, and the
University will increase from 78,431 in 1958 to 233,530 in 19753, or
200 per cent.

To plan wisely the development of California state colleges and
campuses of the University and to make eificient use of public funds,
account must be taken of the present and projected geographical
distribution of the state’s high school graduates. Ouly by such careful
examination can there be assurance that junior colleges, state colleges,
and campuses of the University will be so located that, without undue
proliferation of institutions, a maximum number of qualified stu-
dents will be able to attend. This concept is in accord with Princinle 3
in A4 Study of the Need for Additional Centers of Public Higher
Education in California,'® which was approved by the two governing
boards and is stated in these words: “In order that a possible new
institution may serve the greatest number of eligible students, it
should be placed near the center of the population served by it.”

PRESENT AND FUTURE GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION
OF PUBLIC HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES

The analysis developed by the Commirtee on Institutional Capaci-
ties and Area Needs indicates that 73 per cent of ail the 1957-38

© H. H. Semans and T. C. Holy, A Studv of the Need for Addirional Centers of Public Higher
Education, Sacramento Califormia Scate Department of Educanmen, 1957, p. 1.
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public high school graduates in the state come trom State Economic
Areas A (San Francisco-Oakland Metropolitan Area), B (San Jose
Metropolitan Area), F (Los Angeles-Long Beach Metropolitan
Area), G (San Diego Metropolitan Area), and H (San Bernardino-
Riverside-Ontario Metropolitan Area). Moreover, 82 per cent, or
259,000 of ail public high school graduates in 1973, according to
Department of Finance estimates, will come from these same five
State Economic Areas.

Actually, most of these high school graduates come from two geo-
graphically small but densely populated regions: (a) a triangle
extending from the San Fernando Valley east to Redlands and thence
south to San Diego, including portions of Los Angeles, Orange, San
Bernardino, Riverside, and San Diego counties; and (b) a slender
triangle extending northwest from Gilroy to Marin County and
northeast from Gilroy to Pittsburg, including San Francisco and por-
tions of San Mateo, Santa Clara, Alameda, Contra Costa, Solano,
and Marin counties (see Figure 5).

The largest projected rate of increase, 435 per cent, in public
high school graduates between 1957-58 and 1974-75 will be in Area B
(San Jose Metropolitan Arez). Following in order are: Area H (San
Bernardino-Riverside-Ontario Metropolitan Area), 278 per cent,
Area G (San Diego Metropolitan Area), 235 per cent; Area F (Los
Angeles-Long Beach Metropolitan Area), 224 per cent; and Area C
(Sacramento Metropolitan Area), 197 per cent. (See Figure 6.)

The one area that is estimated to have fewer public high school
graduates in 1975 than in 1957-38 is Area 6 (Madera, Kings, and
Tulare counties), which, according to projections, will decrease from
2,502 in 1957-38 to 2,300 in 1975, or 8 per cent. In fact, public high
school graduates from the entire San Joaquin Valley—San Joaquin
County south to and including Kern County—will increase, accord-
ing to projections, by only 42 per cent during this period. and the
Sacramento Valley, excluding only the Sacramento )letropolitan
Area, will increase by only 69 per cent. These three areas, then. are
expected to increase at a much slower rate than the 177 per cent for
the entire state.

In summary, a county-by-county analysis covering the period 1957-
58 to 1975 reveals that, with some slight changes in order, the coun-
ties having the greatest numbers of public high school graduates in
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Caiifornia Regions With Highest Concentrations of
Public High Schooi Graduates
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1957-58 are those that, according to projections, will still have in
1975 the greatest numbers. It will be recalled from Figure 5 that the
two small areas shown there are expected to have an even greater
per cent of the total public high school graduates in 1975 than in
1957-58 (70 per cent in 1957-58 and 79 per cent in 1975).
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The ten counties expected to have the largest numbers of public
high school graduates in 1975, according to projections by the State
Department of Finance, together with those numbers, are: Los An-
geles, 137,000; San Diego, 22,200; Santa Clara, 21,200; Orange,
16,900; San Bernmardino, 14,950; Alameda, 12,900; Sacramento,
11,600; San Mateo, 11,200; Riverside, 7,300; and Contra Costa,
6,250.

These ten counties are expected to have a total of 261,500, or
83 per cent, of the state’s 316,050 public high school graduates in
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Rates of Increase in High School Graduates Projected Between
1958 and 1975 Among California State Economic Areas
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1974-73. On the other hand, the ten counties expected to have the
largest rates of increase in high school graduates between 1957 and
19735 are, in order, Santa Clara, Orange, San Bernardino. San Mateo,
Marin, Riverside, San Diego, Los Angeles, Sacramento, and Mon-
terey.

THE RELATIVE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL
JUNTOR COLLEGE FACILITIES

Adequately planned higher education in California must take into
account the need for adequate junior college facilities, for in the
balanced tripartite system upon which continued excellence in the
higher education of this state depends, the junmior colleges have a
paramount and indispensable role. However, for several reasons, it is
difficult to determine the priority of need for junior colleges in a
community by a review of the State Economic Areas. Chief of these
is the local character of the junior college, in terms of both control
and service, Because of the relatively small geographic area of serv-
ice by a junior college, analysis of a given area which may include
several counties is misleading, for even when available data for an
area as a whole appear generally favorable, certain communities
within it may still be outside the range of effective service of any
junior college.

Another difficulty in attempting to establish priorities for junior
colleges is that there are at least three different kinds of “need”:
first, need in terms of adequate opportunity for local students:
second, need for facilities to alleviate overcrowded state colleges and
University campuses; and third, need to accomplish the State Board
of Education’s objective of including every high school district of
the state in a junior coilege district. Each of these calls for a different
kind of analysis.

One way to measure the relative adequacy of junior college services
in each of the several State Economic Areas is to relate junior college
enrollment to the number of students graduated annually by the high
schools in the area. The data indicate several areas in which the
ratios of junior college enrollments to public high school graduates
are considerably below the average for the entire state and which,
therefore, appear inadequately served by junior colieges.

The two State Economic Areas with the lowest 1958 ratios between
these two [actors are Area 1 (North Coastal Area), with no junior
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college enrollments, and Area + (Sacramento Valley Area), with 32
junior college enrollments per 100 public high school graduares. Ad-
ditional junior college facilities are certainly needed in each of these
areas. The other areas revealed as relatively deficient in junior col-
lege opportunities are, in order of apparent need, Area 8 (Imperial
County), Area G (San Diego County), Area 9 (the Sierra Area, 17
counties), and State Economic Area B (Santa Clara County).

Since nearly all the areas listed above contain well-developed state
college or University of California facilities, or both, it may be in-
ferred that one of the major reasons for the deficiency of junior
college opportunities has been overreliance on state-provided facili-
ties. Analysis of the relationship between the projected lower division
enrollments for 1975 and the capacity of junior college facilities after
all funded construction is completed confirms this inference.

For the state as a whole the current full-time capacity of 170,020
for the junior colleges after all funded construction is completed is
only 40.6 per cent of the 1975 projected lower division enrollment
of 418,25Q. Even without a diversion of students from the state coi-
leges and the University to the junior colleges, additional junior
college facilities must be provided for 76,330 students by 1975. (See
Table 16.) Assuming that an additional 50,000 students will be di-
verted to the jumior colleges, additional capacity would have to be
provided for 126,330 junior college students. If these students were
all cared for by establishing new junior colleges (each with the
recommended optimum enroillment of 3,500), 36 new junior colleges
would have to be created by 1975.

The very low ratios of junmior college capacity to projected lower
division enrollment in some of the State Economic Areas indicate
insufficient effort to provide locally financed facilities for the lower
division needs in these areas. Furthermore, the fact that these areas
in practically all cases have local state college or University facilities
or both makes it apparent that the state is being called upon to pro-
vide educational opportunity for lower division students which other
parts of the state are supporting mostly by local taxes. The areas
which demonstrate the greatest need for more junior colleges on
the basis of this comparison of junior college capacity and pro-
jected lower division enrollments are Area 1 (North Coastal Area),
Area 4 (Sacramento Valley Area), Area B (San Jose Metropolitan
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Area), and Area G (San Diego Metropolitan Area). These, it should
be noted, are areas which aiso showed great need for additional facili-
ties on the basis of inadequate opportunity as measured by the ratio
of junior college enrollments to public high schooi graduates.

A recent study by the Bureau of Junior College Education of the
California State Department of Education appraised the need for
additional junior colleges from a different point of view,** and re-
viewed the current situation and future needs county by county. The
study takes two needs into consideration although these are not com-
pletely differentiated: one is the necessity to expand the boundaries
of existing districts in order to include as much territory and tax base
as possible in a junior college district; and the second is the necessity
to expand facilities in order to serve adequately the needs of the
student potential. Taking both of these considerations into account,
the authors of that report listed 22 areas in which actual expansion
of facilities for potential junior colleges is warranted.

POSSIBLE NEW STATE COLLEGES

Of the four new state colleges authorized by the 1957 Legislature,
two have not been established—one in Stanislaus County and the
other in the North Bay counties. (Sites for these were selected by the
State Public Works Board in December, 1959, and March, 1960,
respectively.) These colleges should be constructed without delay.
(At the joint meeting of The Regents and the State Board of Educa-
tion on April 15, 1959, approval was given to this statement: “The
new campuses already approved for the state colleges and the Univer-
sity of California should be placed in operation as soon as the fiscal
condition of the State will permit.”)

The status quo enrollment projections and other data indicate a
need for the establishment of two additional state colleges in the im-
mediate future. These colleges should be located in Area F (the Los
Angeles-Orange Metropolitan Area) and Area H (the San Bermar-
dino-Riverside-Ontario Metropolitan Area),

A total of 97,100 full-time enrollees is projected for the state col-
leges in Los Angeles and Orange counties for 1975. Divided evenly
among the five existing colleges in the two-county area, the enroll-
ments for each would approach 20,000. In addition, each would un-

3 “The Pubhic Junwr College System: The Current Simacon and Future Needs.” Prepared b
the Bureau of Jumor Callege n and the Buresu of SI::hool Chstce |'O‘:g:u.mm::l.rm. Sam!
mento; State Department of Educanon, November 16, 1959
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doubtedly enroll approximately 22,000 part-time students. Such
enrollments would certainly overtax the site capacities of some of
these institutions. The problem is further increased by the fact that
the projected enrollments would not be equally distributed. The 1975
student load would fall most heavily upon Los Angeles State College
with 28,550 full-time students, Long Beach State College with 24,350
full-time students, and San Fernando Valley State College with 18,100
students.

In order to relieve the overload on these existing coileges, 2 new
state college is needed in the area served by the three colleges. Anal-
ysis of the projected public high school graduates in this area and of
the commuting practices of students indicates that the new college
should be located in the vicinity of the Los Angeles International
Airport. This college, together with the reduction of lower division
enroliments in the state colleges, will obviate the need for the estab-
lishment of any further colleges in this area at least before 1963.

The establishment of a new state college in the San Bernardino-
Riverside area is justified because of the large potential enrollment
in the two counties, and because the counties are not within reason-
able commuting range of any existing state college. This recom-
mended college has an enrollment potential of approximately 12,800
full-time students by 1975.

Several other areas, which might have a sufficient potential by
1975 to warrant establishment of additional state colleges, do not
indicate the need for action now. These areas should be reviewed in
1965 and again in 1970 to determine the actual needs at those times.
The areas are listed in Recommendation 5 at the end of this chapter.

THE NEED FOR NEW CAMPUSES OF THE UNIVERSITY

This study indicates that the construction of the three new cam-
puses of the University of California authorized by The Regents in
1957 in (a) the San Diego-La Jolla Area, (b) the Southeast Los
Angeles-Orange County Area, and (c) the South Central Coastal
Section (Santa Clara-San Mateo-Santa Cruz-San Benito-Monterey
counties) should be started not later than 1962 in order to pravide for
estimated enrollments in the areas they will serve.

The Berkeley Campus of the University of California. The status
guo University enrollment projections for the Berkeley campus of
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the Umversity in 1975 is 43.950 full-time siudents. Thererore, if
the proposed maximum enrollment of 27.300 is to be maintained,
approximately 16,000 potential students for the Berkelev campus
need to be accommodared :lsewhere by 1975, Some relief skould
come from the diversion of lower division students to the iunior
colleges, proposed in Chapter I of this report. A partial solution
might be for the Davis campus to be developed to accommodate an
enrollment of about 13,000. Undoubtedly, a portion of the 16,000
students will be accommodated by the new campus of the University
of California in Area B (San Jose Metropolitan Area). An additional
aid in caring for them would be the establishment of branch installa-
tions in specialized fields of study, such as instruction in science at
Livermore. (These would be similar to the off-campus centers for
teacher education now operated by certain of the state colleges.)

Los Angeles-Long Beackh Metropolitan Area. The projected Uni-
versity of California enrollment for the Los Angeles-Long Beach
Metropolitan Area in 1975 is 32,550 students. Of these 33.600 are
projected for the Los Angeles campus and 16,950 for the proposed
Southeast Los Angeles-Orange County campus. To keep the Los
Angeles campus enrollment at 27,500 requires diverting some 8,000
of these potential students to other campuses. The Southeast Los
Angeles-Orange County campus, the La Jolla campus, the Riverside
campus, and the Santa Barbara campus can probably accommodate
a large portion of this excess.

Because of rapidly changing conditions in the state, it is impor-
tant that, in the case of the University as well as for the state col-
leges, studies be made in 1963, and again in 1970. of the need for
additional university facilities in the San Joaquin Valley and the
Los Angeles area and in other parts of the state. These studies should
give special consideration to the following:

1. The extent to which the difference between the 1973 projected
University enrollment for the area and the maximum capacity
at Los Angeles can be cared for by the new Southeast Los An-
geles-Orange County campus

2. The extent to which some of these potential students may be
diverted to the campuses at La Jolla, Riverside, and Santa
Barbara
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The establishment of branch installations in specialized fields
of study from existing campuses in this area similar to those
mentioned in connection with the Berkeley campus

FINDINGS

1.

2.

3.

4.

6.

Graduates from California high schools, public and private,
will increase from 123,807 in 1957-58 to 341,330 in 1974-75,
or 176 per cent; graduates from public high schools only will
increase during the same period from 114,107 to 316,050, or
177 per cent.

If nothing is done to modify projected rates of growth, between
1958 and 1975 full-time freshman enrollments in the junmior
colleges will increase by 135 per cent, in the state colleges by
330 per cent, in the University by 227 per cent, and in the
independent colleges and universities by 65 per cent.

Between 1958 and 1975 graduate enrollments in the state col-
leges will increase by 346 per cent, in the University by 207
per cent, and in the independent colleges and universities by
72 per cent.

Again between 1958 and 1975 enrollments are expected to in-
crease somewhat more rapidly in the lower division than in the
upper and graduate divisions in both the state colleges and the
University. (This is based on the stafus guo projections and
does not take into account the plan to divert lower division
students from the state colleges and the University as recom-
mended elsewhere in this report.)

. Altogether 73 per cent of all the 1957-58 public high school

graduates of the state came from five State Economic Areas
with population concentrated in: (a) a triangle extending from
the San Fernando Valley east to Redlands and thence south to
San Diego; and (b) a slender triangle extending from Gilroy
northwest to Marin County and (again from Gilroy) north to
Pittsburg. Furthermore, in 1975, 82 per cent of all public high
school graduates in the state will come from the same five State
Economic Areas.

The ten counties expected to have the largest numbers of public
high school graduates in 1975 are: Los Angeles, 137,000; San
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10.

11.

12.

13.
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Diego, 22,200; Santa Clara, 21,200; Orange, 16,900; San Ber-
nardino; 14,950; Alameda, 12,900: Sacramento, 11,600; San
Mateo, 11,200; Riverside, 7,300; and Contra Costa, 6,250.

The ten counties with the largest projected rates of increase
in public high school graduates between 1957-38 and 1975 are
in order: Santa Clara, 435 per cent; Orange, 349 per cent; San
Bernardino, 289 per cent; San Mateo, 277 per cent; Marin,
274 per cent; Riverside, 258 per cent; San Diego, 235 per cent;
Los Angeles, 214 per cent; Sacramento, 197 per cent; and
Monterey, 197 per cent.

The two State Economic Areas with the lowest current (1958)
ratios of junior college emrollments to public high school grad-
uates are Areas 1 and 4 (See Chapter IV for description of
these areas). In these areas, Humboldt State College and Chico
State College perform limited junior college functions at state
expense.

Even without any planned diversion of lower division students
from the state colleges and the University to the junior col-
leges, additional junior college facilities will be needed for
76,330 students by 1975.

Analyses [used in the report] indicate that the greatest need
for additional junior college facilities exists in areas contain-
ing state colleges and University campuses.

To provide junior college services to areas not now adequately
served requires the establishing of at least 22 new junior col-
leges in various areas of the state between now and 1975.

Status quo full-time state college enrollments in 19735 will range
widely from college to college—from 2,350 in Stanislaus and
2,500 in the North Bay counties, to 20,150 in San Diego, 24,850
in Long Beach, 24,900 in San Jose, and 28,550 in Los Angeies
State.

A total of 97,100 full-time enrollments in the state colleges of
Area F (Los Angeles-Orange Counties) is projected for 1975.
Divided evenly among the existing five colleges (including one,
currently a small, specialized agricultural and technicai insti-
tution, i.e., San Dimas Branch of California State Polytechnic
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College), the enrollments at each wouid approach 20,000 full-
time students.

14. By 1963 the fuil-time enrollment at Berkeley will have greatly
exceeded and that at the Los Angeles campus will have approxi-
mately equalled the recommended maximum full-ume enroll-
ment of 27,500.

RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that:

1. With respect to the establishment of new state colleges and
campuses of the University, the governing boards reaffirm
their action taken in joint session on April 15, 1959, to the effect
that “no new State Colleges or campuses of the University,
other than those already approved, shall be established until
adequate Junior College facilities have been provided, the deter-
mination of adequacy to be based on studies made under the
direction of the Liaison Committee of the State Board of Edu-
cation and The Regents of the University of California . . .”
with the further provision that the new state colleges and cam-
puses of the University established by action of the Legislature
in 1957, and by action of The Regents, also in 1957, be limited
to upper division and graduate work until such time as ade-
quate junior college opportunities are provided for the primary
area served by these institutions.

2. The following full-time enrollment ranges be observed for
existing institutions, for those authorized but not yet established,
and for those later established.

Type of mstitution Yimmum'® Qptimum  Mazmum
Junior colleges — .o oo micoiee e 400 3,500 6,000*
State colleges:

In densely populated areas

In metropolitan centers _._ . . —.—.. 5000 10.000 20,000

Qutside metropolitan centers .. .. 3.000 8,000 12.000
Univeraity of Califorma campuses * _.. 3000 12,500 27,500

3. The state give encouragement to making junior college facilities
available for the school districts not now adequately served

1 These are ta be attuned whithin seven 1o ren years atter studencs are fest adwruteed.

2The mummum Agure for the (Jniversiry issumes graduate work in basic Jdiscplines and
one or more professional schools

» This mammum mght be excesded 1n densely populated areas in metropolitan centers.
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either through the establishment of aew junior colleges or by
making them a part of districts now served by jumor colleges.

Evidence at hand indicates there is need for new junior colleges
in the following school districts:

1975 Full-tme
School districes to be mciuded t County enroilmens 2
San Diego Ciry Umif. (addiconal camposes) e San Diego ——__ 6,300
Los Angeles J.C.(addinonal campus) Los Angeles _____ 6,000
Alhambra H.3., El Monee U.H.S., and Montebello Umf. ...~ Los Angeles __ __ 5,000
Hayward .H.S., Washington U.FH.S., and Sen Leandro Umif, Alomedn oo 5,000
Whitnes U = Los Angeles ______ 5,000
Sequoxa UH.S. and Pescadero U.H.S San Mateo 3,000
Anaheym U.H.S Crange —— . 2,300
Campbell U.H.S., Live Osk U.H.S., and Sants Clara U.}11.5. Sanza Clarz —— . 2,500
San Mateo ].C. (add:nonal campuses) San Mateg ———80— 2,500
Oxnard (I.H.S. Mocorpark Memonal UH.S., Santa Pania
U.H.S., Filmore U.H.S., and Sum Valley Umé.____ Venmura o 2,500
Sweervruter ULH.S. and Coronado Umf San Diego —— — 2,500
Grossmont U.H.S. and Mountamn Empire Un+# San Diego 2,250
Contra Costa J.C. (addinonal campuses Annoch and Moraga) Conma Cosma ———— 2,250
Foorhill J.C. (addinonal campus) Sants Clara . 2,000
Albany Ciry Unif., Berkeley City Umf.. and Emeryville Umé. Alameda 1,500
All umfied and high school distncrs m Merced and Madera
counnes Merced-Madera .. 1,300
Burbank Umt, Los Angeles 1,250
San Luus Obispo {county umt) San Lws Obuspo— 1,000
Umfied and lagh school distrets in East Eerm mmd Inyo
counties EastKemn-Inyo ——  95Q
Vietor Valley UF < San Bermardino — 5§30
Barstow J.C. San Bernardmo __ 400
Toral—22 colleges 56,650

1Ahh::uuunns= H.§~—ligh school, U.H.S.~—umon high school, Umf.——unified, J C.—jumior
ege.

1 1975 enroilments have been substtuted for the 1970 enrollments which appeared in the ongnal
List approved by the Jomt Boards. The arrangement ot this lisc 1n descending order of enroll-
ment 13 not intended to mdcate crgency of need o the same order

4. New state colleges, in addition to those already authorized, be
established and in operation 6y 1965 in the following areas and
in descending order of estimated enrollment potential:

Estimated 1975 Full-time

dpproximate Location Enroilment Potential
In the vianity of the Los Angeles
International Airport — 19,900

In the San Bemnardino-Riverside vicmity
(vicmty of Ruaito) — 12,300
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Although it is believed that these two institutions shouid be
master planned for an ultimate capacity of 10,000. the Survey
Team recommends that the 1975 enroilment be heid to 10,000
and 8,000, respectively.

. In 1965 and again in 1970, if applicable, and before considering
the need for new state colleges in any other areas of the state,
careful studies be made by the co-ordinating agency of the fol-
lowing State Economic Areas to determine the actual need for
new state colleges that exists at the time each study is made.
State Economic

Area

F Los Angeles-Long Beach Metropolitan Area, Griffith Park-
Glendale vicinity

A San Francisco-Oakland Metropolitan Area, vicinity of Red-
wood City

A San Francisco-Oakland Metropolitan Area, Contra Costa
County

K Bakersfield Metropolitan Area, Kern County

7 South Coastal Area, Ventura County

. The three new campuses approved by The Regents in 1957—-
(a) San Diego-La Jolla Area, (b) Southeast Los Angeles-Orange
County Area, and (c) the South Central Coastal Area (Santa
Clara, San Mateo, Santa Cruz, San Benito, and Monterey
Counties )—be completed without delay and in any event con-
struction to be started not later than 1962.

It is further recommended that the campus in each of the
following locations be planned for 1975 enrollments as follows:

San Diego-La Jolla 7,500
Southeast Los Angeles-Orange County 12,500
South Central Coast _ 10,000

. Inasmuch as the estimated enrollment potential of the Berkeley
campus of the University is 43,950 for 1975 (as compared
with 2 maximum enrollment of 27,500 as recommended in 2
above for a University campus), the co-ordinating agency
undertake appropriate studies of how best to accommodate the
difference between these figures (approximately 16.000), such
steps to include careful study of these possibilities:

a. Diversion of some of these potential students particularly to
the Davis campus and the new South Central Coast campus
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b. The accommodation of the remaimng part of the difference
(1.e., 16.000 less the impact of (a) above througn the estab-
lishment of branch installations from ecxisting campuses in
specialized felds of study such as instruction in science at
Livermore. (These would be similar to the off-campus centers
for teacher education now operated by certain of the state

coileges.)

8. In 1965 and again where applicable in 1970, and before con-
sidering the need for new University facilities in any other areas
of the state, careful studies be made by the co-ordinating agency
of the need for additional University facilities in the San
Joaquin Vailey and the Los Angeles area. In the latter area spe-
cial consideration should be given as to how the difference
between the 1975 estimates of potential University enrollment
of 52,550 and the 27,500 maximum for the University of Cali-
fornia, Los Angeles campus (some 25,000 students) can best be
accommodated. Such consideration should include the following:
a. To what extent will this difference be cared for by the new

Southeast Los Angeles-Orange County campus, and to what
extent couid these potential students be diverted to the La

Jolla, Riverside, and Santa Barbara campuses?

b. Will there be a need for the establishment of branch installa-
tions in specialized fields of study from existing campuses in

this area similar to that included in Recommendation 7b?

9. Because the University, among the publicly supported institu-
tions in California, has the sole responsibility for the prepara-
tion for professions such as architecture, dentistry, law, librar-
ianship (graduate), medicine. optometry, pharmacy, public
health, and veterinary medicine, periodic studies be made of the
relation of supply to demand, particularly in fields where there
seem likely to be shortages, such as medicine and pharmacy, for
the purpose of determining what sieps the University should

take to meet its responsibilities in these professional felds.



CrAPTER VII

FACULTY DEMAND AND SUPPLY

The availability of faculty is a necessary consideration to assessing
the capacity of present or future institutions to offer educational
programs. Buildings and equipment are essential, but without teachers
they are useless.

Fortunately, the Joint Staff of the Liaison Committee undertook
a study of faculty demand and supply, which was published in 1958.
Recommendation 6 on page 75 of that study, which was approved
by both the State Board of Education and The Regents states in
part:

Inasmuch as more complete and adequate data may change the estimates
of staff needs and better disclose the sources from winch these needs will be
met, the results of this study be re-examuned in 1960, such re-examunation to

pay particular attention to the output of doctor’s degree holders by Califorma
mstitutions in relation to the needs of the State. . . .

BacxGrOUND, ScopE, AND METHODS

The staff assigned to the present study of faculty demand and
supply has used the earlier study as a base, has updated the essential
data with regard to more recent projections of enrollment, and has
introduced other data not available in 1957 and 1938.

DELIMITATION OF THE STUDY

This is a séatus quo study. Its predictions are based upon condi-
tions and policies in the various segments of public higher education
and present trends of supply in effect in 1958 and 1959. Furthermore,
it is limited to post-high school educational institutions including
junior colleges, state colleges, the University of California, and inde-
pendent colleges and universities.

BASIC QUESTIONS

The basic questions that will be considered in the study are similar
to those raised in the eariier study. As adapted from that study, they
are as follows:

t Joint Staff for che Lisison Commurtee, 4 Study or Facultv Demand and Supplv = Cuauforma
Higher Educatign, 1957-70. Berkeley Umversicy of Califormua Press, 1958.
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. How many new staf members are estimated to be needed by

1975 by the jumior colleges. state colleges, the University, and
independent colleges and universities in the state?

. What are the characteristics of faculty at the time of first ap-

pointment with respect to the highest degree held, the occupa-
tion from which recruited, and the institutions from which the
doctorate was received?

. What is the probable supply that can be expected to be available

nationally and from California institutions?

Which subject-matter fields have oversupply, balance, or under-
supply as of the present time?

. What are the possibilities of meeting the demands up to 1975

from the probable available supply?

ASSUMPTIONS

The results of such a study as this are only as valid as the assump-
tions upon which the study is based. Projecting many variable fac-
tors up to 1975 requires the acceptance of many assumptions; more
will be said about these later in this report. However, the more gen-
eral ones are presented here:

1.

nok

Higher education enrollment predictions for California will be
accurate and dependable.

General educational policies will remain stable.
Facilities will be available as needed.
Ratios of staff to students will remain as in 1938.

Staff replacement for separations—resignations, retirement,
death, and other causes—will be about as in the past (4.5 per
cent for the junior colleges, 6.0 per cent for the state colleges,
4.2 per cent for the University and 6.0 per cent for independent
colleges).

. Production of graduate degrees will continue in coniormity with

presently reported institutional plans.

. The same per cent of the holders oi California-produced grad-

uate degrees will enter college teaching in California.
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8. The proportion of facuity available from a deferred suppiy
(those who enter teaching from other kinds of employment)
will remain constant.

9. Approximately the same per cent of holders of master’s and
doctoral degrees will be appointed to the facuity posts of the
various segments of higher education as has been the case in
recent years.

In the case of certain of the foregoing assumptions, particularly
7 and 8, the Survey Team is convinced (and later makes recom-
mendations regarding them) that these will not materialize unless
salaries and fringe benefits for staff members in public institutions
of higher education in California are substantially increased. Persons
recruiting faculty from institutions outside California since 1957
have found that salaries have been increasing more rapidly in those
institutions than in California. Furthermore, the wide differences
between the salaries in educational institutions and those in industry,
from which the “deferred supply” comes in part, are well known.

Another concern particularly of the state colleges is with the
assumption that “the same per cent of holders of master’s and doctoral
degrees will be appointed to the faculty posts of the various segments
of higher education as has been the case in recent years.” The facts
are these: the per cent of doctorates among new full-time state col-
lege faculty appointees for the years 1954-38 averaged 40.2 per cent
as compared with 70.0 per cent of such full-time regular appointees
during that same period in the University. However, it should be
noted the per cent of the new regular full-time appointees to the
state colleges with the doctorate declined from 45.9 per cent in 1950
to 37.3 per cent in 1958. For the same period this decline in the
University was 3.0 per cent. Although during this same pericd, the
proportion of the total regular full-time state college staif with the
doctorate increased somewhat, this merely reflected the necessity
faced by the state colleges of hiring people without the doctorate,
with the hope, sometimes realized and sometimes not, that they would
achieve it after joining the facuity. It seems clear, however, that the
state colleges with the largest proportion of doctorates on their staifs
(Long Beach, 68.3 per cent; San Diego, 65.8 per cent: Sacra-
mento, 64.9 per cent; and San Fernando, 62.0 per cent) cannot long
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continue to maintain those proportions if the present rauo of doc-
torates to nondocrorates among newiy recrured facuity is not snarpiv
increased.

As is pointed out in other sections of this report, the similarities in
curricula between the Umwversity and the state colleges are just as
important as their differences and, except ior full-time research per-
sonne! employed by the University, the liberal arts faculties of the
University and state colleges are similar in recruitment sources.

Whatever the data studies indicate, one must keep in mind that
the shortage of college teachers is one of the most critical shortages
facing the United States today, and California, because of its rapid
population growth, must have a recruitment climate which will not
only compare favorably with that of other states, but will take into
account the fact that California must recruit in excess of 30,000 new
faculty members for its colleges and universities in the next 17 years.
Moreover, the question here involves more than mere numbers; it is
difficult to think of any proiession in which the problem of quality
maintenance is as important as it is in the college teaching profession.

SQURCES OF DATA
The basic data used in this study came from the following sources:

1. Facuity characteristics material for the years prior to 1957-58
from Faculty Demand and Supply in California Higher Educa-
tiom, 1957-1970.

2. Characteristics of newly appointed faculty for the various seg-
ments of higher education in California (especially the junior
colleges and independent colleges) and the per cent of holders
of California-produced doctorates entering college teaching
from material collected for the National Education Association
study, Teacher Supply and Demand in Universities, Colleges,
and Junior Colleges, 1957-58 and 1958-59. (National Educa-
tion Association Research Report 1959-R-10.)

3. Number and distribution of graduate degrees awarded in Cali-
fornia, by field and institution from Eagrned Degrees Conferred
by Higher Educational Institutions, 1956-37, and Eagrned De-
grees Conferred by Higher Educational [nstitutions, 1957-58.
(U.S. Office of Education Circulars 527 and 3570)
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4. Characteristics ot newly appornted taculty for the state colleges
and the University irom the records of the Personnel Office o1
the State Department of Education and the bio-bibliographical
records of the University of California. respectively

5. Data regarding opimions on the relatuonship of demand and sup-
ply for various subject-matter fields irom an opinionnaire sent
to placement officers who are members of the National Institu-
tional Teacher Placement Association and are in institutions
preparing graduates for college teaching

6. Information regarding expansion of junior college credential
programs from the directors of teacher education of California
colleges and universities

7. Data pertaining to the number of graduate degree holders
placed in college teaching within and without the state from the
placement officers of California colleges and universities grant-
ing master’s and doctoral degrees

8. Projections of the number of doctoral degrees to be awarded by
California institutions by field from 1959 to 1975 from a ques-
tionnaire sent to the heads of departments of the colleges and
universities in California granting such graduate degrees

9. Enorollment estimates for all segments of higher education as
developed by the State Department of Finance

EstmMaTES oF DEMAND FOR NEW FacULTY MEMBEERS

The first step in the development of this analysis of the relation-
ship between the need for facuity in higher education and the prob-
able supply for 1959-1975 was obviously the determination of de-
mand for such faculty. How that determination was made is ex-
plained below.

PROCEDURE

The faculty demand by subject area and segment of higher educa-
tion for the period 1959-1975 was derived in the following manner:
1. The present full-time enrollment (students carrving 12 or more
units) in each segment was divided by the number of full-time
faculty members (those employed for more than 31 per cent of
their time) to establish the current iaculty-student ratios. ¢ Fuil-
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time students and faculty have been used throughout this study
rather than full-time equivalents because of avaiiabiiity of data
and comparability with probable supply of staf as later esu-
mated. )

2. These ratios were then applied to the projections oi full-time
enrollment for each year to 1975 to determine the total staif
needs for each segment. The number of new staff needed each
year to meet the increased enrcliment was then obtained by
subtracting the total staff projected for each year from that
projected for each subsequent year.

3. The total faculty needed for each year was then obtained by
adding to the figures indicated in item 2 the number of new
faculty needed to replace losses from retirement, death, resig-
nation, and other causes within the total faculty of each prior
year.

ESTIMATED FACULTY DEMAND

Enrollment estimates were developed for 1960, 1955, 1970, and
1975 by the State Department of Finance. The figures for the inter-
vening years were interpolated by using straight-line projections.

Part 4 of Table 17 gives the actual and projected fuil-time enroll-
ments and the total regularly appointed full-time faculty needed for
the various segments of higher education at various periods for the
years, 1958-75. Part B sets forth the number of new faculty needed
during each of these periods to maintain existing student-faculty
ratios and to replace the losses due to attrition during the period.

Table 17 shows that in 1975 a total full-time faculty of 44,392 will
be required to meet the instructional load of a projected enrollment
of 661,350 full-time studeats in California’s public and private in-
stitutions of higher education. Between 1959 and 1975 a total of
54,424 new full-time faculty members must be trained and recruited
to meet this estimated demand. Regardless of changes that may occur
in the student-faculty ratios, in the replacement percentages. in the
enrollment projections, or in the distribution of staff among various
subject fields, appreciable change in the magnitude of the numbers
given in Table 17 does not seem likely.

However, since this is a status quo study. the enrollment projec-
tions used to estimate the probable demand for staff do not take into
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TABLE 17

Total Full-time Facuity Required for Projected Full-time Status Quo Enrollments,
and New Faculty Needed for Replacament and Enroliment Growth, by
Segments, and by Intervals, 1959-1975

Unrverniey Indepu:den‘
Year Jumor State of colleges and
(Fall) Category colleges colleges Caitiforpua | uavernines ‘ Totals
Part A. Total Full-ume Faculty Required at Selected Years

|
1958 Full-ume faculty ... 4637 3282 3540 36381 15117
Full-time enmollment... 91,162 44,679 43,101 46,824 225,766
1960. ... Full-time facuity...... 5,876 4,309 4,131 4051 18,367
Full-time enrollment... 115,750 58,600 50,400 51,850 276,600
1965. ... Full-time faculty ... 8,254 7,717 6,311 4,730 27,012
Fuil-time enrollment... 162,600 104,950 77,000  &0,550 405,100
1970...... Full-time faculty ... 10,416 11,555 8,653 5,344 36,008
Full-ume enrollment_.. 205,200 157,150 106,050 68,400 536,300
1875 e aeee Full-time faculey ... 12,761 14,706 11,148 5,777 44,392
Full-time enrollmenc... 251,400 200,000 136,000 73,950 661,350

Part B. New Full-time Faculty Needed to Meet Part A Requirements
1959-60.__. New faculty needed.... 1,685 1,452 898 843 4,878
Average per year.____. 342 726 449 422 2,439
1961-65. .. New faculty needed.... 3,913 5,108 3,231 1,975 14,227
Average per year...... 783 1,022 646 395 2,845
1966-70_ .. New faculty needed.__. 4,213 6,613 3,907 2,106 16,339
Average per year. ... 843 1,323 781 421 3,]68
1971-75... New faculty needed.... 4,500 6,995 4,497 2,088 18,430
Average per vear_____. 980 1,399 399 418+ 3,696
1959-75... Total new faculty. . ... 14711 20,168 12,333 7012, 54424
Average per year...... 365 1,186 737 412 3,201

Part C. Student-Faculty Rauos and Replacement Percentages Used

1

12.8 ‘ ———-
60

|-

Swudent-Faculty raucs. 19 7 13 6 12.2

Replacement per cent__ +.5 60 +2
|

account the establishment of any colleges or umiversities other than
those currently in operation or already authorized. Since the opening
of a new college taps a new potential supply of students, the acti-
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vating of new juntor colleges by local action. the approval ot addi-
tional new state coileges and campuses of the University, or the estab-
lishment of new independent colleges will increase the demand ifor
faculty.

Obviously, therefore, administrators, board members. legislators,
and all others concerned with the future of California’s institutions of
higher education—and the students they serve—have a formidable
task in obtaining qualified faculty members to meet the dimensions
of the demand situation presented in this report.

CERTAIN CHABACTERISTICS OF FACULTY APPOINTEES
IN HIGHER EDUCATION

To relate faculty demand and supply for California institutions,
information is needed on the characteristics of new stafi members
appointed to fill the vacancies in the various segments of higher
education. This information falls into two categories: the first dis-
covers the sources of supply from which these appointees have come,
and the second gives the type of preparation that has been required
in recent years. Wherever possible, information on new appointees
has been collected for the years 1954-1958. The characteristics that
directly affect the computation of net demand and actual supply will
be presented and briefly discussed here.

ORIGIN OF APPOINTEES BY PLACE OF TRAINING

The previous study of faculty demand and supply used the place
of residence at time of appointment in determining the proportions
of new staff obtained in-state and out-of-state respectively.’

During the preparation of this study, however, the fact became
apparent that the geographical location of the institutions from which
the highest degrees of the appointees were obtained was a more per-
tinent factor in the problem at hand than the one used in the earlier
study. Location data, which were available for the years 1957-38 and
1958-59 only, showed that 52.6 per cent of the new full-time staff
of the state colleges appointed in those years received their degrees
from institutions outside of California and that 76.2 per cent of the
full-time appointees of the University came from this category. The

3 Jomt Staff for the Liaison Commnuttee, 4 Study of Foculty Demand and Supply m Caitformia
Higher Education, 1957-70, op. cv., Tables 11 and 16, pp. 28 and 32.
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equivalent proportion of the new staff of the junior colleges for these
two years is 32.5 per cent.

OCCUPATIONAL SOQURCE OF APPOINTEES

As might be expected, the great majority (over 80 per cent) of
the appointees to the faculties of the jumior colleges, the state col-
leges, and the University came from teaching, research, and direct
from graduate schools. The relative contribution of these three
sources in each of the three segments for the five-year period, 1954-
58, varies considerably, however, with teaching accounting for 70
per cent of the junior colleges, 63 per cent of the state colleges, and
only 37 per cent of the University totals. In all three segments, a
considerable proportion of the new faculty came from sources tbat
constitute a “deferred supply,” that is, fields other than college teach-
ing. In the junior colleges this proportion is exceptionally large be-
cause of the dependence upon high school and elementary teachers
as a source of supply.

TYPE OF PREPARATION

The kinds of degrees held at time of appointment give needed in-
formation about the approximate demand for graduates with the doc-
toral, master, and other degrees. During the period 1954-38, for the
state colleges the average per cent of new full-time appointees hold-
ing the doctorate was 40.2; for the University the figure was 70 per
cent. The figure for the University varied only 3 per cent during this
same period, with the high in 1955 and the low in 1956. The state
colleges have shown a greater variation, with a high of 43.9 per cent
in 1955 and a steady decrease to a low of 37.3 per cent in 1958.

Completely comparable data for the junior colleges were not avail-
able. However, number and per cent by level of preparation of that
segment’s new staif appointed in 1957-38 and 19358-59 were obtained.
As would be expected, a much lower proportion (9.2 per cent) of the
junior college faculty heid the doctorate at the time of appointment
than did the faculty of any other segment.® This per cent, however.
is much above the comparable national figure for junior colleges (7.4

? For the year 1359-60 the per cent of new academic sppowrments with che doctorzte w 39
jumor colleges was seven per uent. {Study by Oscar H. Edioger, Jr., President, Mt San Anronio
Tunane Callege Pomnna.. Californa.)
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per cent) * and the 1938-59 dgure {or Califorma ,umor cotleges is up
almost 3 per cent above that ior 1957-38.

The independent colleges and universities have not been dealt with
in any detail here because of a lack of comparable data. However,
an opportunity was given to check some of the characteristics of the
new faculty of this segment and to compare them with the appointees
to the faculties of the other three segments. This opportunity was
made possible through the availability of data collected for the Na-
tional Education Association Teacher Supply and Demand Study.
The use of these data for comparison has led to the conclusion that,
in general, the characteristics of the new facuity of these independent
colleges and universities, taken as a group, approximate those of the
appointees to the staffs of the state colleges and the University.

EsTmMATES oF NET FAcUuLTY DEMAND AND SUPPLY

To translate the total demand for new faculty presented in Table
17 into a figure that can be related to the potential supply produced
within California, the data on faculty characteristics must be used to
compute the “net” demand for California-trained graduates by the
type of degree needed.

NET DEMAND FOR CALIFORNIA-TRAINED COLLEGE TEACHERS

The method used in arriving at the net demand figure for Cali-
fornia-trained college teachers was to deduct from the total need for
each segment the proportion of the demand that has been obtained in
the past from persons trained outside California. This in-state demand
figure was then reduced by the proportion that experience indicates
can be expected to be recruited from a “deferred” supply. (The de-
ferred supply is composed of those trained in California who do not
go into college teaching immediately upon receipt oi their degrees,
but who later come into the teacher-supply pool.) After the net de-
mand has been obtained for each segment, the proportions that have
in the period 1954 through 1958 possessed each type oi degree are
then obtained to determine the demand for these various types of
preparation.

¢ Taacher Supply and Demand = Umsversmses, Colleges amd Tumwor Colleges 1957-58 and
{ggg-ﬂ. 3\?3Vash.xnunn. D.C.. Naoons!l Educanon Associanon ¢ Research Reoort 1959-R10), June,
. Pe 33,
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Involved in this procedure are three critical assumptions:

1. That in the future the same proportion of California’s needs
will continue to be met from a supply trained outside the state.
As noted earlier the Survey Team is convinced that this propor-
tion of staff from outside the state will not continue unless sub-
stantial salary increases and “{ringe benefits,” as indicated in
recommendation 3 of this chapter, are provided promptly.

2. That the state will continue to be able to recruit the same pro-
portion of its new staff from business, industry, research, gov-
ernment, and misceilaneous fields

3. That the new staff appointees in the various segments will con-
tinue to have the same level of preparation as in the five-year
period 1954 through 1958. (The state colleges believe that the
1954-38 level of staff preparation must be raised substantially
if these institutions are to provide in the future the quality of
instruction and service that the state has the right to expect
of them.)

The analysis that follows is valid only to the extent that these as-
sumptions prove correct.

Table 18 presents a projection of this net demand for 1959-1975
using the data on faculty characteristics mentioned earlier in this
chapter. Since comparable data for the independent colleges and uni-
versities were not available, the method used in the previous study
of accepting faculty characteristic percentages halfway between those
for the state colleges and the University has been followed for that
segment.

As an example, Table 18 shows that the total demand for 20,168
new faculty members for the state colleges during the next 17 years
is reduced to a total net demand of 2,882 persons who receive the
doctorate from California institutions and go directly into teaching
in the state. This net figure is obtained by assuming that 10.689 (53
per cent of the 20,168) of the total need will be trained outside the
state, that 2,275 will be recruited from a “deferred” supply, and that
only 40 per cent of the 7,204 net supply to be obtained from Cali-
fornia institutions will need to have the doctorate.

On the same basis of computation, the total demand of 34.424 new
staff members for all segments of higher education is reduced to a
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net demand of 5,702 holders of the doctorate :0 be obtained from
the pool of holders of doctoral degrees produced in this state.

ESTIMATED NET SUPPLY OF CALIFORNIA-
TRAINED HOLDERS OF DOCTORATES

The net supply of California-trained holders of doctorates that can
be expected to meet the needs presented in Table 18 is based upon
a projection of the total production of holders of doctorates from all
California institutions, reduced by the number of these who will
either not go into college teaching or who will go into teaching out-
side California.

To estimate the number of doctorates to be produced in this state
between now and 1975, actual projections of all the California insti-
tutions granting the Ph.D. or equivalent degrees were obtained di-
rectly from the institutions. In all cases these projections were
checked with estimated graduate enrollments, and corrections were
made wherever the institutional estimates seemed too far out of line
with past experience.

The total number of 34,679 doctorates expected to be produced by
California institutions between 1958 and 1974 (the years from which
the 1959-1975 supply must be obtained) is shown in Column 1 of
Table 19.

The difference between the number of doctorates awarded in 1959
and that projected for 1975 is large. However, a check of the rela-
tionships between California’s per cent of the 1970 total national
college enrollment and its per cent of the 1970 total of doctorates
produced tends to validate the institutional projections presented in
Table 19. California’s proportion of the 1970 total national college
enroilment is estimated to be 13.6 per cent.’ The institutional projec-
tions of doctorates produced in California ( 2,472) are only 13.6 per
cent of the estimated 1970 national production of 18,100,% or approxi-
mately the same proportion as of the total estimated enrollment.

After the number of doctorates to be awarded by California insti-
tutions has been obtained, consideration must be given to the pro-

S The ssconal enrollment esamate 13 mken from Teacher Suoply and Demand m Universities,
Cal_l(s)gcs. and Jumor Colleges. Washmgton, D.C.. Nanonsl Education Assoctation (1959-R-1G),
p 30,

'Loms H. Conger and Mane G. Fullam, Provecrions of Earnad Degrees :a 1969-70. Washing-
tem, D.C.. U.S. Deparmmen: of Health, Educaton, and Welfare, September, 1959, p. 4.
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portion oi those who actually enter teaching 1 Califorma. This
numper, given in Column 3 of Table 19, is denved by reducing the
total supply (34,679) to the number who can be expected o teach
in California institutions. (That is, by subtracting both those who do
not enter college teaching and those who enter college teaching but
do so outside California.)

Table 19, then, presents the net supply of California-produced
holders of doctorates wha could be expected to enter college teaching
on the basis of the institutional estimates either in California or out-
side the state. The computation is, of course, dependent upon these
assumptions:

1. That the proportion of California-trained holders of doctorates
who enter college teaching will approximate that of the period
1954 through 1958

2. That the proportion of this number who will teach in California
institutions will continue as in the period 1954 through 1958

COMPARISON OF PROJECTED SUPPLY AND DEMAND

Table 19 also includes in Column 4 the net demand required for
doctorates to be awarded by California institutions and compares that
demand with the actual supply that, according to institutional esti-
mates, should be available. The figures in Column § and the index in
Column 6 of Table 19 show that demand and supply will be in
approximate balance over the next 17 years (1959 through 1975 ),
granting the awarding of doctorates is in accordance with the esti-
mates.

The fact that demand and supply are in balance for the total
period, 1959-1975, however, does not tell the complete story. Tabie
20 presents a comparison of demand and supply similar to that in
Table 19 except that the total period is broken down into smaller
segments. This comparison indicates that, up to and including 1963,
California’s wnstitutions of higher education will be in a period of
facuity shortage of doctorates, the index of supply to demand being
67 for 1959-1960, and .85 for 1961-65. In the period 1966-1970,
supply and demand is expected to be in approximate balance and
during the final five-year period covered by this study, 1971-73, a
surplus, according to estimates, should exist. It must be remembered
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that these conclusions assume a reiative salary advantage and aiso
assume a recruitment pattern mentioned earlier in this chapter whici
is unacceptable to the state colleges. The *‘balance” between supply
and demand, therefore, must be considered in the light of these reser-
vations.

Lack of necessary data has prevented the development of any sys-
tematic analysis of the relationship between supply and demand for
specific subject fields. In lieu of such an analysis, the opinions of a
large group of placement officers of colleges and universities prepar-
ing college teachers were obtained by a nationwide survey. Informa-
tion was collected separately for the supply of teachers for junior
colleges and for other colleges and universities. The fields that appear
in the results of this inquiry as undersupplied in 1959 are chemistry,
engineering, home economics, mathematics, physics, and women’s
physical education. Since the supply in the other fields appears to be
more adequate and in some oversupplied, a reasonable assumption is
that the situation in these current shortage fields may be more critical
than the totals would imply.

FmnpINGs, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Beifore the findings are summed up, conclusions drawn, and recom-
mendations presented, the importance of the basic assumptions under-
lying this study should again be pointed up. The findings are valid
only if the assumptions are tenable and acceptable. Certain serious
questions have already been raised regarding some of them.

Again, the fact should be pointed out that the demand presented
in this study takes into account only those junior colleges, state col-
leges, and University campuses existing or presently authorized. The
establishment of such additional institutions would create some need
for additional staff because ot the effect on college attendance in their
immediate areas. On the other hand, the effect on supply that will be
brought about by the development of the additional University cam-
puses presently authorized has not been taken into consideration.

PRINCIPLE FINDINGS BASED ON CONTINUATION
OF STATUS QUO CONDITIONS

1. To meet the needs of the enrollments projected for California
institutions of higher education between 1959 and 1975, a total
of 54,424 new full-time facuity members (an annual average of
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3,201) will have to be recruited. Of these 29.280 (or 34 per
cent) will be needed because of enrollment increases and 25,144
(or 46 per cent) will be needed as replacements due to death.
resignation, retirement, and separation from other causes.

The greatest numbers of new faculty during this period will be
required by the state colleges, 20,168, followed by the junior
colleges, 14,711, the University, 12,533, and the independent
colleges and upiversities, 7,012.

. A large proportion of the newly appointed faculty of all seg-

ments of public higher education in California receive their
highest degrees from institutions outside the state. For 1957-38
and 1958-59, 1,127 (57.3 per cent) of a total of 1,966 new
facuity fell into this category. The proportions by segments
were junior colleges, §2.5 per cent; state colleges, 52.6 per cent;
and the University of California, 76.2 per cent. Whether these
out-of-state proportions can be maintained will depend primar-
ily on relative academic salary levels.

. Of the new appointees to both the state colleges and the Univer-

sity who were holders of a doctor’s degree, the largest number
were trained at the University. Of the new faculty appointed by
the University from 1954 through 1958, 18.5 per ceat had re-
ceived their doctorates at that institution, while 15.5 per cent
of those appointed during that same period by the state colleges
had obtained doctoral degrees at the University. However, the
list of other institutional sources of supply is quite different for
the two segments. For the University, the second to fifth place
sources for the five-year period were Harvard, 11.8 per cent;
Chicago, 4.8 per cent; Yale, 4.8 per cent; and Michigan, 4.4
per cent. The equivalent sources for the state colleges were
Stanford University, 8.2 per ceat; University of Southern Cali-
fornia, 6.7 per cent; Columbiz University, 4.3 per cent; and
University of Washington, 4.0 per cent.

. The occupational sources of supply also vary among the seg-

ments. For the years 1954 through 1958, the two major sources
of all public segments were teaching and graduate schools, with
the remainder coming from business, industry, research, govern-
ment, and misceilaneous SOUrces. However, whereas the junior
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colleges received O per cent oi their faculty from teaching and
11 per cent from graduate schools, and the state colleges ob-
tained 63 per cent from teaching and 12 per cent from graduate
schools, the equivalent proportions for the University” were 38
per cent and 34 per cent respectively.

. A significant proportion of the new faculty of all three segments

is obtained from a “deferred” supply; that is, persons who do
not go directly into college teaching from graduate school but
later enter that profession. For the period covered, the following
percentages came from this “deferred” supply: junior colleges,
52 per cent; state colleges, 24 per cent; and the University, 28
per cent. Again, it should be emphasized that the salary problem
is basic to attracting people from business and nonteaching oc-
cupations.

. For all segments in the five-year period 1954-1958, approxi-

mately 40 per cent of the new faculty appointed held the doc-
torate at time of appointment; 45 per cent held the master’s
degree; and 15 per cent held various other degrees. The doctor-
ate was held by 9 per cent of the new appointees of the junior
colleges; by 40 per cent of those of the state colleges, and by
70 per cent of those of the University.

. During the four-year period 1955 through 1938, for the state

colleges the per cent of new full-time appointees holding the
doctorate steadily declined from 45.9 per cent to 37.3 per cent.

. The awarding of doctorates by California institutions of higher

education is expected to rise from the current level of 865 per
year to a total of 3,375 per year in 1975, an increase of 290
per cent. The projections for the University amount to an in-
crease of 444 per cent, whereas those for the independent col-
leges and universities amount to an increase of 123 per cent.
The total number of doctorates to be awarded by California
institutions between 1958-39 and 1974-75 at this level of in-
crease will be 34,679.

Approximateiy 32 per cent of the holders of doctorates awarded
in California entered higher educauon teaching for the first time
between 1954-1958, while another 26 per cent receiving a doc-
tor’s degree were already engaged in college teaching and con-
tinue in that profession.
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11. Of the holders of Califorma-awarded doctorates enterng higher
education teaching between 1955-1958 approximately 53 per
cent did so in California. The remainder went to other states.

12. College placement officers agree generally that the felds with
the greatest current shortage of college teachers are chemistry,
engineering, home economics, mathematics, physics, and
women’s physical education. Similarly, the fields of most ade-
quate supply appear to be history and men’s physical education.

CONCLUSIONS

In view of the foregoing, the Survey Team concludes that:

1. If the sources of faculty supply that were available between
1054 and 1958 can be maintained in the same propertion, the
total supply of and demand for holders of doctorates to staff
California’s system of higher education (in the same proportion
as in that period) will be in approximate balance over the period
from 1959 to 1975. (The Survey Team is convinced that this
proportion of staff from outside the state will not continue un-
less substantial salary increases and fringe benefits as indicated
in Recommendation 3 of this chapter, are provided promptly.
The state colleges believe that the 1954-38 level of staff prepa-
ration must be raised substantially if these institutions are to
provide in the future the quality of instruction and service that
the state has the right to expect of them.)

2. Despite this over-all balance, the immediate period of 1959-
1966 will probably be one of relatively short supply of ade-
quately trained persons to staff the state’s institutions of higher
education. This immediate short supply is caused by the time
lag that exists petween the influx of the large enrollments into
the colleges and universities and the time this indux is feit in
the awarding of doctor’s degrees. A seven-year lag is used by
the U.S. Office of Education between 2 student’s admission as
a freshman and his receiving a doctorate.

3. The diversion of students from state colleges and the University
recommended by the Survey Team will alleviate somewhat the
shortage of doctorates and the total shortage of faculty for
higher education, because:
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a. Holders oi doctoral degrees comprise a smailer per cent of
the faculties of junmior colleges than of :hose or the state
colleges or the Umversity.

b. The student-faculty ratio is higher for junior colleges than
for either of the other two public segments of higher educa-
tion.

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that:

1. Much greater effort be made to divert a greater proportion of
college graduates into graduate training preparatory to careers
in college and university teaching. This diversion can best be
accomplished by a concerted effort on the part of adequately
staffed and supported counseling and guidance services at all
levels of education, and with the full co-operation of all college
and university facuity members.

2. More funds be secured to provide financial assistance to those
in graduate training. The high attrition rate in graduate pro-
grams is, in large part, due to financial difficulty; and these
withdrawals constitute not only a loss to the potential faculty
supply but an economic waste to the state. Provision of fellow-
ship and loan funds for graduate students is undoubtedly one
of the best ways of reducing the attrition rate.

3. Greatly increased salaries and expanded fringe benefits such as
health and group life insurance, leaves, and travel funds to at-
tend professional meetings, housing, parking and moving ex-
penses, be provided for faculty members in order to make col-
lege and university teaching attractive as compared with busi-
ness and industry’

4. Greater use be made of California-trained doctoral degree
holders, especially in the shortage vears immediately ahead. For
the three-year period 1953-38 only 33 per cent oi those so
trained who entered teaching did so in California. Evidence
indicates that those leaving California do not do so by choice.®

T As an example of the wide duferences, of +4 ons awarded Ph.D.'s in shortage Gelds by
the Umvernity of Califorrua m 19359, 31 accept nosibons 1 'ndusav at an average slery
of $9 384 and 13 wenrt mnto college reaching at an average salary of 56.075

TOF 44 doctoral degree hoiders recentiv placed © coilege and umversiry teaching ournde
California bv the School and Callege Placement Service of tne Umversiry o Calitormus, Berxeley,
87 per cent had swared a preterence for 3 pesimon in Cahfornie.



136 MASTER PLAN FOR HIGEER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA

3. Individual faculty members and their institutions jointly as-
sume responsibiiity for both the itiauve and opportunity or
the faculty in-service preparation and seif-improvement so essen-
tial for the growth and development of the institution

6. Strengthening of the master’s degree programs in all institutions
offering such programs be undertaken by these institutions so
that the holders of this degree may be more effective additions
to the faculties of colleges, universities, and junior colleges ¢

7. Reorientation of present doctoral programs offered by California
institutions be undertaken to insure that those receiving the
degree and planning to enter college and university teaching
possess the qualities not only of scholars, but of scholar-teachers.
Because the University of California awarded 54.6 per cent of
the doctorates given by California institutions for the period
1952-53—1955-56, it has a particular responsibility for the im-
plementing of this recommendation.

8. Because of the continual change in faculty demand and supply,
the co-ordinating agency annually collect pertinent data from
all segments of higher education in the state and thereby make
possible the testing of the assumptions underlying this report.*

The shortage of college teachers is a serious national problem.
especially in areas like California, where rapid growth makes recruit-
ment of proportionately large numbers an immediate necessity. More-
over, during such a period of rapid growth the problem of maintain-
ing high quality is a serious one. There is no basis for complacency in
California. The returns to society for the large sums invested in
buildings and facilities will be greatly reduced unless the supply of
high quality facuity is maintained.

9 This 15 of parnculor mmportance lor.he]umutwﬂegesbeamrheh;shﬂtdegneheldby
6+.7 per cent of those newly appounted .o toe vears 1957-58 1nd 1958-39 was the masters
degree. Although ail msntunons m the sraie should co-operae m dus edort. the leag showd Se
mkmbyd:esnnmﬂegsmdrheUmvmofcmfmubeumu:hehshpmpomof
all such degrees they award,

9 The 1958 r=port. prepared by the Jomt Staff for the Liaison Commimee and snutled A
Seudy of Facuity Demand and Supply in Califormie Higher Educztion, [957-70, contans a recom-
mendation. approved by both boards. for its reexamunacon 1960. A sumular procedure shouid
be followed wath respect to this analysis.
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ADULT EDUCATION

The title of this chapter poses in itself a problem oi description or
semantics. This survey has been concerned with higher education,
and in all segments of higher education most of the students are
adults by one definition or another, and all have assumed a certain
amount of responsibility for their own programs of education. There-
fore the classification of “adult” is inadequate as a description of the
responsibility shared by all higher institutions to make learning a
continuing process and to provide opportunities for intellectual de-
velopment beyond the years of formal full-time college attendance.
These opportunities must be attuned to the cuitural, personal, and
occupational needs that come with maturity and that change from
year to year in the life of each individual. The various segments of
higher education have used terms such as extension, extended-day,
part-time, adult, evening classes, and continuing education to describe
these programs. Each of these terms falls short of complete descrip-
tion of the functions considered in this chapter, but the general intent
of these programs is best expressed by continuing education.

The existing State Advisory Committee on Adult Education was
designated by the Survey Team as the technical committee on this
phase of the study. This committee, established in 1944, then recon-
stituted and reactivated in 1953, has been effective in reducing un-
desirable overlapping and duplication of offerings by the various
segments of higher education. 4 Report of a Survey of the Needs of
California in Higher Education, 1948 (Strayer Report) ? pointed out
the urgent need for definition of the functions and areas of service to
adults to be assigned to each segment of higher education. Again in
1955 A Restudy of the Needs of Califorma in Higher Education
noted the confusion and occasional friction that existed in the field
of adult education and extension courses in the junior colleges, state

t Although many fine &t;mml of adult educaoon are ofered by independent coudeges and umu-
'u:mum m Califorma, chapter dems omuy with such programs w publicly supported in-
sarenons.

2 Manroe . Deutsch, Aubrey A. Douglass, and George D. Soayer, A Bapors ot & Survey of
the Nesds of Calsformsa :n Higher Educanion. Op. e, 7

(137 ]
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colleges. and the University. This study mciuded the following rec-
ommendation, which was approved by the Liaison Commuttes ana
the State Board of Education:

_ that in the ailocanon of services, the jumor colleges should confine
their course offerings to the thirteenth and fourteenth grade level in their
day and evening programs and to adult-education oferngs clearly appropnate
to their functions; and that the state colleges and the Unversity of Cali-
forma should not offer any courses through their evenmg or extension divi-
sions which are clearly lower division courses and which unnecessartly
duplicate appropniate offerings of the local junior colleges.’

The staff which prepared the 1948 Strayer Report and the Restudy
recognized the impossibility of spelling out completely and finally
the differentiation of functions in the field of adult education. This
conclusion was supported by a report of a subcommittee of the first
State Advisory Committee on Adult Education, and subsequently ap-
proved by the committee, which included the following statement:

It is the opimion of the subcommuttee that no workable set of categorical
rules governing relationships between and among the public adult education
agencies in the State of Califorma can be formulated at thuis time, which
would eliminate all confiicts or duplications in programs.

The Survey Team recognizes the same difficulty in defining fields
of service in an area so dynamic and so dependent for its success upon
rapid adjustment to new and changing needs. The basic recommenda-
tion, therefore, concerns the continuance of co-ordination activities
by the State Advisory Committee on Adult Education (with certain
additions to personnel as recommended later). This committee shouid
be responsible to the co-ordinating agency, should operate under its
sponsorship, and should make its report, together with recommenda-
tions, to the agency at regular intervals on all matters relating to
continuing education or adult education.

At the time the State Advisory Committee was reactivated in 1933,
both the State Board of Education and The Regents gave approval
to a Liaison Committee recommendation for the creation of local
advisory committees made up of representatives of publicly supported
segments of higher education offering adult education courses in par-
ticular areas. The recommendarion approved by The Regents on
September 26, 1953 and by the State Board of Education on January
4, 1954, follows:

:+T. . VicConnell, T C. Holy, and H. H. Semans, 4 Restudy of the Nesds or Califorma m
Higher Educanion. Op. ¢ty Dt 33.
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1. A commuctee composed of an appropnate representative of the Umver-
sity of Califorma and ot the nstitutions under the State Board or Education
be appownted by the President of the University and the State Supenntendent
of Public Instructon, respectively, to designate commumities and the appro-
pnate local chier school officer in such communities wn the state where diffi-
cuities now arse, or seem likely to amse, in the allocation of responsibiity
for the adult education program among the different public education agencies
operating n such communities. Moreover, that, owing to the changes which
are continuzlly occurring in aduit education needs, this commttee annually
review this list and modify it as it seems necessary. The representative of
the State Board of Education shall be responsible for calling the first meeting
of thus committee and thereafter this responsibility shall alternate between
the two representatives,

2. The State Superintendent of Public Instruction and the President of the
University jointly request the chief local school officer, as named by the
above committee in these commumnties, to set up a local committee of three
persons, one representung the pubilic schools including the junior colleges,
except junior colleges in separate districts may have a separate representa.
tuve (decision on this additional representative to be made by the chief local
school officer), one the state colleges, and one the University to review all
adult education requests and proposals and on the basis of those reviews to
allocate responsibility for meeting such requests and proposals to the educa-
tional agency which the committee feels is best qualified to meet each par-
ticular need and that such allocation be accepted as final. In cases where
agreement cannot be reached, the chief local school officer may appeal to the
State Advisory Committee on Adult Education whose decision would be
accepted as final.

Because the Survey Team believes that the conmtinuation and
strengthening of that plan is ome of the best ways to resolve the
problems which will undoubtedly continue to arise in allocating
responsibility for adult education offerings in the communities, it
strongly endorses the plan outlined in the recommendation and urges
that the State Advisory Committee on Aduit Education, in its new
relationship to the co-ordinating agency (as later recommended in
this chapter), give increased attention to the further implementation
of this plan for dealing with problems at the local level.

The State Advisory Committee on Aduit Education was designated
as the Technical Committee on Adult Education for the purposes
of this study. The report oi this committee, together with the state-
ment entitled “Functions of the Junior Colleges. State Colleges and
the University of California,” prepared by the Joint Advisory Com-
mittee for the Superintendent of Public Instruction, the President of
the University, and the Joint Staff, constitutes the basis for the fol-
lowing findings and recommendations.
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GENERAL FINDINGS
DEFINTTIONS

Section 6352 of the 1959 edition oi the Education Code defines an
«aquit” for purposes of crediting artendance for apportionments
from the State School Fund for the fiscal year 1954-55 and there-
after, as follows:

... 4adult” means any person who has attained his twenty-first birthday
on or hefore September 1st or February 1st of the semester for which he
has enrolled, and who has enrolled in less than 10 class hours as defined in

Section 11451 for junior college districts or 10 periods of not less than 40
minutes each per week for hugh school districts.

However, for continuing education purposes, any person beyond the
compulsory school attendance age who is not enrolled for full-time
regular school work may be enrolled in special, part-time, extension,
or adult education classes for which he is eligible.

Part-time undergraduate students in all segments are those en-
roiled for fewer than 12 units.

Extension courses are those offered in the state colleges to meet
a special need (off campus only) for credit and in the University
those courses offered through the Extension Division, on or off cam-
pus, either with credit or noncredit.

NATURE AND EXTENT OF ADULT EDUCATION

Junior Colleges. The extended-day classes of junior colleges are
made up largely of students enroiled for college credit who have
met the same entrance and matriculation standards required of regu-
lar full-time day students. In 1958-59 there were nine evening jun-
ior colleges * in the state reporting a total enrollment in adult educa-
tion of about 16,000. A total of 33 junior colleges operated “aduit
education”’ classes and served in these classes an enrollment of
212,888.

The junior college enroliments in extended-day and adult educa-
rion classes in 1958-59, approximating 229,000, were distributed bv
per cent, as follows: Business Education. 13.8; Industrial, Techni-
cal, Agricultural, 21.7; Parent Educaton and Homemaking, 6.2;
Civic Education, 9.8: Social Sciences, other, 15.2; Mathematics and

——

s Secmon 6359 of the 195% Educanon Code provides that: *‘Classes for aduits may be man-
tamned m conpection with day or evemng hign s>cnools or gay Or EVEDIDg jumor colleges.”
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Physical Science, 11.0; Language (English and Foreign), 10.0: Fine
Arts and Music, 4.6, Americanization, 1.5; Craits, 2.9: and Heaith
and Physical Eduocation, 3.2.

State Colleges. The state colleges offer late afternoon and eve-
ning, or extended-day programs, but these terms refer to a time of
the day and do not relate to any characteristics of students or their
educational objectives. Practically all state colleges offer some classes
or parts of multiple-section classes throughout the day, in the late
afternoons and evenings, and at times on Saturdays. In the heavily
populated urban areas, such scheduling enables students to under-
take effective college programs satisfactorily geared to their employ-
ment schedules, study hours, and family obligations.

The state colleges also offer regular courses or workshops (off
campus) to meet a special need in the “field” (such as teacher edu-
cation) which are listed as extension courses. In 1957-38, a total of
650 such classes enrolled 21,520 students; the largest groups were
enrolled in Education, History, Government, and Psychology.

University of California, The Extension Division of the Univer-
sity offers instructional programs to adults through classes, conier-
ences, correspondence courses, and discussion programs. In addition,
various auxiliary services are provided, including campus lectures
and speaker’s bureau services to community organizations; musical
and dramatic programs; film programs; film rentals from a state-wide
film library with an annual circulation in excess of 100,00C; film pro-
duction and film sales; counseling and testing services to more than
1,000 adults; and consultative service in 1958-39 to more than one
hundred California communities. These programs, with individual
enroliments in 1958-39, were as follows:

Offerings Enrollments

Ler cent Per cent

Progrem Number oftotai Number of total
Classes * _—— 3,953 81.5 36 362 323
Conierences 278 7 32.940 329
Discussion groups ———— 138 39 6,212 38
Correspondence courses ... 333 6.9 19,330 11.7
Totals —. 4354 1000 165,344 1000

1 Approximately two out of three classes carred Univermity Extension credit and seven out of ten
enrollments were 1n these credit classes.
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ADMISSION AND RETENTION STANDARDS

Jumior Colleges. High school graduate or eighteen vears of age.
Retention policies in credit classes similar to those of regular day
courses.

State Colleges. No general admission requirements. Prerequisites
stated by course and grading standards similar to campus ciasses.

University of California. No general admission requirements.
Some courses have prerequisites. No general retention policy.

CHARACTERISTICS OF ADULT STUDENTS

Age. Wide range in all segments. Median age in University Ex-
tension, 32 years. (Not available in other segments.)

Previous Education. Wide range in junior colleges; largely high
school graduates or higher in state colleges and the University. In
University Extension 98.4 per cent were high school graduates.

Occupation. Wide range in all segments. About half of state col-
lege extension students were already employed in public schools and
about 10 per cent were seeking training for future employment in
public schools. During the years 1957 and 1958, 83.6 per cent of the
University Extension students were gainfully employed.

FINANCING ADULT EDUCATION

Among the states of the nation, California has long been a leader
both in the character and scope of its adult education programs and
in the extent of state support for such programs. Section 17931 of the
1959 Education Code provides as follows for state support of adult
classes:

The Supernntendent of Public Instruction shail allow each distnict for each
unit of average daily attendance durmng the preceding fiscal year for adults,
as adults are desined 1n Secuon 6352, [see definition earhier in this chapter]
exclusive of average daily attendance in classes for ;nmates of any state in-
stitution for adults and for inmates of any aty, county, or city and county
jail, road camp or farm for aduits. one hundred twenty-Gve dollars ($123)
as basic state aid and the same amount as state equalizanion aid as 1s com-
puted by dividing the allowance computed for the district under Secuons
17614, 17615, and Sections 17901, 17902, 17903, 17904 17905. and L7906
by the average daily attendance of the district dunng the preceding ascal
year, exclusive of average dailv attendance dunng the preceding tscal vear
for adults. as adults are defined mn Secuon 6352. and tor nmates of state
mstitutions for adults and of cty. counry, or cty and county jaus, road
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camps or farms tor adults iess Tourteen dolars ($14). The toial or basic ana
equalization a1d zllowed sball not exceed two hundred :wenty doilars ($220)
for each unit of average daly attendance qunng the preceding dscal year tor
such aduits, exclusive of average daly attendance iz classes for inmartes of
any state insutuuon for aduits and for nmates of any city, county, or Gty
and county jai, road camp or farm for adults,

Among the higher education segments, this provision applies only
to adult education programs.offered by the junior colleges and there-
fore most of the state support goes to them. The extension programs
of the state colleges are essentially self-supporting. The state provided
16.1 per cent of the cost of those oifered by the University during
1958-59. (By legislative action this per cent for 1959-196Q was re-
duced to 9 per cent.)

Junior Colleges. In 1957-38 there were 31,830 units of average
daily attendance’ at a total cost of $10,852,254, distributed as
follows:

Per cent

Amount of total
State apportionment $4,695,254 43.3
Local Tax funds 6,139,000 56.3
Student fess® 18,000 2
Total 510,852,234 100.0

L Charged for classes fox aduits.

State Colleges. State college extension classes, with minor excep-
tions, are fully supported by student fees. For the year 1958-39, the
income from state college extension programs was $547,731, while
expenditures were $505,017, or $42,714 less than income.®

University of California. For the 1958-39 year, 83.9 per cent of
the cost of University Extension was supported by fees and the re-
maining 16.1 per cent from state funds.

ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS

The following estimates are based on the findings of the Technical
Committee:

3Secuon 11451 of the 1999 Educanon Code states ““The units of average dauy atten
grades 13 and 14 m each junior college ot a dustmer tor 1 ascal vear shall bzmmp(:;a;geéa
dividing the total Dumber of whole or parnal class hours of pupdl artendance m the jumior
college dunng the 6Gscal year by 525. The class hour ume for :he purposes of thus secton is
L 20 A R e o™ P feqen. Pare F

" - ransa eport of rhe Cauforma State art Degree 3nd Fumanca
Summary."” ared in the Dinson of State Colleges and Teacher Educa;fn. Adminisganve
Planming Office. Sectamenro: Califorpia State Deparoment or Educaton. November, [959.
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1860 963 1970
Per Per Per
Number cent Numoer cent NYumoer cent
Junior colleges . +33.000 693 336,000 AL.2 "24000 333
State coileges —.... 23,400 43 44470 30 71.82% 13
Umversity Extension' 163300 6.2 304200 336 +42000 337
Total —_ ... 631,700 1000 904,470 100.0 1,237,325 1000

L Ipcludes all types of extension enrollments.

RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that:

L.

The “Guiding Principles for Adult Education in California’s
Publicly Supported Institutions” as revised by the State Advi-
sory Committee on Adult Education in February, 1953, be con-
tinued as the policy framework within which co-ordination is
accomplished, such principles to be periodically examined in
the light of changing conditions throughout the state.

The existing State Advisory Committee on Adult Education be
responsible to the co-ordinating agency and continue the respon-
sibilities delegated to it by action of the State Board of Educa-
tion and The Regents of the University of California in 1933.
Furthermore, that the co-ordinating agency, to which the Com-
mittee will annually report and to which it will make its recom-
mendations, provide the Committee with necessary staff assist-
ance.

_ In order for the State Advisory Committee to be more fully rep-

resentative of agencies engaged in adult education, it be en-

larged to include the following representatives, these to have the

same length of terms as other members of this Committee:

a. A representative of the Agricultural Extension Service of the
University of California to be appointed by the President of
the University

b. A representative of the Independent Colleges and Unaiversi-
ties oi the state to be appointed by the Association of Inde-
pendent California Colleges and Universites

In the long-range plans for providing opportunities in mgher

education to the people oi California provision for adequate

state support of adult education services be assured. However,
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in this determination of what the state should support. efort
be made to differentiate between those enroilees who are pur-
suing a stated, pianned program with defimite occupationai or
liberal education objectives and those who are enrolling in singie
courses for which matriculation or prerequisites are absent.
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COSTS OF HIGHER EDUCATION

The California State Legislature for the fiscal year 1959-60 ap-
propriated a total of approximately 239 million dollars for public
higher education, including current expenditures, capital outlays,
and funds for salary increases, divided roughly as follows: the Uni-
versity of California, 121 million dollars; the state colleges, 91 million
dollars; and state aid to junior colleges, 27 million dollars. This
appropriation is approximately 11 per cent of the total state budget,
which exceeds 2.1 billion dollars and a greater amount than is spent
by any other state in the nation for public higher education. Total
expenditures for all higher education in California, including federal,
state, and local school district funds used to support junior colleges,
together with the expenditures of the University of California, the
14 state colleges, and the 70 or more independent colleges and univer-
sities, exceeded 600 million dollars in 1959-60.

The Master Plan Survey Team considers a study of costs as basic
to its study outcomes. Formulation of educational policy involves
weighing alternative patterns or possibilities, and decisions thereon
are influenced by the probable costs. In particular, public higher
education, supported by large legislative appropriations, requires
scrupulous policy planning to realize the maximum value from the
tax dollar. Thus, a careful assessment of cost factors is necessary
to provide an adequate basis for planning of the state’s higher educa-
tion facilities. These cost factors, as determined by the Technical
Committee on Costs of Higher Education in California, are described
in this chapter.

TEE CosT STUDY

The five purposes of the cost study are (1) to determine historical
trends of expenditures preceding 1957-38; (2) to analyze selected
1057-58 “‘unit costs” of higher education; (3) to estimate the prob-
able costs of constructing new institutions of various types and sizes;
(4) to estimate state expenditures for support of higher education dur-

[146]
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ing the period between 1960 and 1975; and (3) to develop a financ:al
picture of higher education for use in pianning its future develop-
ments.

This study depends upon certain basic assumptions, among which
are the following:

1. The nature and rate of change of college enrollments in Cali-
fornia will follow the modified enrollment projections cited in
this report and will be distributed as predicted.

2. The number and distribution of new University or state college
campuses will not vary greatly from current planning.

3. The independent coileges and universities will continue to carry
a substantial proportion of the load of higher education enroil-
ments.

4. The proportion of the costs borne by the student will remain
fairly constant.

5. The differentiation of function among the public segments will
be in accordance with the Master Plan recommendations.

Any substantia] changes in these potential variables may alter cost
estimates. Firm predictions, in any case, are difficult because of un-
foreseen demands upon the colleges to keep abreast of technological
advancements or the possibility of a major shift in the nature and
attitudes of policy-making agencies, such as the Legislature.

EXPENDITURES

Expenditures considered herein are of two types: current expendi-
tures, which are the costs incurred for services purchased and mate-
rials consumed in the conduct of activities of an institution during a
stated period; and capital outlay, which covers costs of capital assets
—land, buildings, and equipment used in carrying on the activities
of an institution.

Expenditures for higher education have more than ‘ripled during
the decade 1948-49 through 1957-38. The maijor factors contributing
to this increase are, of course, the increase of enroilments, inflation,
the extension of educational programs, including expensive curricula
in such fields as science and engineering, the expansion of research,
and services rendered for government and industry.
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During the ten-vear period 1948-49 through 1957-338. :he total
expenditures ot all Caiifornia institutions—both private and public—
increased from approximately 180 million dollars to 354 million
doilars, an increase of 208 per cent. Further analysis of these Ggures
indicates that current expenditures increased from about 147 million
to 389 million dollars, an increase of 164 per cent, and capital outlay
expenditures increased from about 32 million to 164 million dollars, a
407 per cent increase. (See Section II of the Technical Committee
report on “Costs of Higher Education in California” for a breakdown
of these figures.)

TOTAL EXPENDITURES FOR ALL PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS

Table 21 shows that the total expenditures of public institutions
increased during the ten-year period, 194849 through 1957-38, from
112.8 million to 413.2 million dollars, an increase of 266 per cent.
These figures show an increase of 210 per cent for current expendi-
tures (from 89.3 million to 276.6 million dollars) and 481 per cent
for capital outlay (from 23.5 million to 136.6 million dollars).

Closer examination of these data reveals that educational and gen-
eral expenditures increased during this period from 80.5 million to
259.2 million dollars, an increase of 222 per cent. Expenditures for
auxiliary enterprises increased from 8.3 million to 15.6 million dol-
lars, not quite doubling. Student aid, proportionately a smaller ex-
penditure in public institutions than in independent institutions, in-
creased 352 per cent to 1.8 milliorn dollars. Institutional instruction
and research increased during this period from 66.3 million to 208.7
million dollars, an increase of 215 per cent, while organized activities
and organized research, primarily that of the University of Cali-
fornia, increased from 14.2 million to 30.5 million dollars, an increase
of 255 per cent.

TOTAL AND STATE EXPENDITURES BY SEGMENT

Total expenditures and state appropriations for the three types oi
public higher education in California for the years 1943-149 through
1957-38 are shown in Table 22. Current expenditures. both the total
amount and that part provided by the state, appear in the upper halif
of the table; the lower half shows the same type of information for
capital outlays. This table also contains an index of growth, based
upon the 1948-49 expenditures.
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Several interesung relauonships may be noted in Table 22. State
funds have provided more than half the costs oif public aigher educa-
tion in California, comprising about 33 per cent of all current expendi-
tures and 63 per cent oi capuai outlay expenditures. The proportion
of totai expenditures provided by the state varies irom year to year
but during the ten-year period it has been increasing, both for current
expenditures and capital outlays.

Since 1948-49, annual current expenditures have more than tripled
and annual capital outlays have increased nearly sixfold. Expendi-
tures of state funds for current expenses in all public institutions in-
creased from approximately 44 million to nearly 155 million dollars.
At the same time, expenditures of state funds for capital outlay fluc-
tuated from year to year, increasing from approximately 15 million
in 1948-49 to 102.4 million dollars in 1957-58.

The relative increase of capital outlay is much greater in recent
years than in 1948-49, as compared with current expenditures during
the same period, because of the urgent need for plant facilities to ac-
commodate postwar enrollments. While University of California
capital outlay expenditures have more than doubled during this
period, the state college outlay increased from nearly 3 million to
over 82 million dollars. Five new state coilege campuses were con-
structed during this period and others were enlarged.

Junior Colleges. During the ten-year period, current expenditures
for the junior colleges increased from approximately 24.2 million to
77 million dollars, an increase of 218 per cent, while capital outlay
increased from 6.4 million to 26.2 million dollars, a 309 per cent in-
crease. Institutional instruction comprised nearly all of the current
expenditures for the junior colleges, with no expenditures recorded
for student aid or for organized research and only one-hali of one
per cent expended for auxiliary enterprises.

Junior college capital outlay increased greatly, but none of it was
provided by the state. Annual apportionments to the junior colleges
increased during the ten-year period irom slightly over 9 mullion to
nearly 23 million doilars, a 141 per cent increase. For the entire
period, about 31 per cent oi the pubiic junior colleges’ current ex-
penditures were met from state apportionments.

State Colleges. During the ten-vear period, the total expenditures
of state colleges increased from 17 million to apprcximately 136.3
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miilion dollars, an eightfold increase. Current expenditures increased
347 per cent and capital outlay about 1,375 per cent. The extraordi-
nary increase in state coilege capital ocutlay is caused by a record ap-
propriation of 32 miilion dollars for this purpose in 1957-38.

Expenditures for instruction accounted for nearly all the educa-
tional and general expenditures for the state colleges, expenditures
for organized activities and research being very small. During the
ten-year period, educational and general expenditures for state col-
leges increased 383 per cent.

Expenditures of state funds for current expenses in the state col-
leges increased during the ten-year period from 7 million to nearly
43 million dollars, an increase of over 500 per cent. For the entire
period, 73 per cent of the state colleges’ current expenditures were
met from state funds, whereas capital outlay funds were derived en-
tirely from state sources.

University of California. At the University of California, total
expenditures increased during the ten-year period from 65 million to
173 million dollars, a 167 per cent increase. Current expenditures
mounted from approximately 53 million to 145 million dollars, an
increase of 175 per cent. At the same time the yearly capital outlay
increased from 12 million to 28 million dollars, a 133 per cent in-
crease. The University of California current expenditures increased
in each of the ten years and were greater in each year than the total
current expenditures of junior colleges and state colleges combined.
The rate of increase (175 per cent) of current expenditures for the
University of California over the ten-year period was less, however,
than that for the junior colleges (218 per cent) and considerably less
than that for the state colleges (347 per cent).

Further examination of current expenditures shows that educa-
tional and general expenditures for the University increased during
this period irom approximately 46.4 million to 134 million dollars
per year, a 189 per cent increase. Whereas institutional instruction
and research increased 160 per cent (from approximately 32.5 million
to 84.5 million dollars), expenditures for activities and organized re-
search increased 257 per cent (from nearly 14 million to approxi-
mately 49.6 million dollars). Expenditures for auxiliary enterprises
increased only 54 per cent and student aid expenditures 352 per cent
during this period.
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Expenditures from state runds for current expenses by the Univer-
sity of California increased in the ten-year period from approximately
27.5 million to $9.3 muilion doilars, 2n increase of 225 per cent. For
the entire ten-year period, 52 per cent of the University of Califor-
nia’s current expenditures were met from state appropriatons,
whereas the state provided 83 per cent of the capital outlay funds
during this period.

ANALYSIS OF UNTT OPERATING COSTS

Comparative costs in this study are determined in terms of the
cost (or expense) per student credit hour. The number of student
credit hours is the sum of the product of the credit hour value of
each course and the number of students enrolled in the course. Thus,
30 students completing a course of three credit hours would count as
90 student credit hours.

Unit costs are a valuable tool for analyzing expenditure data, but
they are a hazardous device when used to compare the costs of in-
structon at one institution with another. In making such compari-
sons, one should ascertain not only that the data are comparable,
but that they are interpreted properly. Unfortunately, objective com-
parisons of the quality of instruction within various institutions are
very difficult to achieve. Moreover, since the costs per student credit
hour are affected by the types of programs and services rendered,
as well as by the number of students served, one must exercise care
in judging institutional efficiency on the basis of comparative costs.

Three types of unit costs are presented in this report: (1) feaching
expense, which comprises the cost of the salaries of the instructors
involved in teaching for the portion of their time which is concerned
with instruction, and the costs of clerical salaries, supplies, and equip-
ment related to teaching; (2) deparimental expense, which comprises
the teaching expense described above and all other departmental
expenses, including those of faculty or departmental research and
departmental administration; and (3) institutional expense, which
comprises the departmental expense described above and other insti-
tutional expenses such as general administration, staif weifare. stu-
dent services, libraries, and maintenance and operation of the physical
plant, but excludes the costs of summer sessions. extension and public
service, organized research, organized activities, auxiliary enterprises,
and student aid.
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Although all three types of instructional expenses are used in this
study, the institutional expense is doubtless the most valid and valu-
able basis for comparisons between institutions with comparable pro-
grams. It represents the total instructional expense involved within
the institution and, therefore, serves as an index of the cost involved
in educating students.

Student credit-hour costs for lower division in the junior colleges,
state colleges, and the University of California were calculated for
the year 1957-58 by the Technical Committee on Costs for each of
the three types of unit costs mentioned previously. All the state col-
leges then in operation, the five major campuses of the University of
California, and 24 junior colleges, are included in these calculations.
Time did not permit compiling the necessary data from all of the
junior colleges. Since the junior colleges offer lower division instruc-
tion only, they are not included in comparisons of upper division and
graduate costs. Furthermore, the financial records as kept by the
junior colleges do not include the “departmental expense’” category.

Figure 7, “Comparison of Student Credit-Hour Costs in California
Public Institutions of Higher Education for 1957-58,” shows the
total expense per student credit-hour of the three component parts
(2eaching expense, deparimental expense, and institutional expense)
for the year 1957-58. This figure consists of four parts as follows:

A. Lower Division Costs in Junior Colleges

B. Lower Division Costs in the State Colleges and the University
of California
C. Upper Division Costs in the State Colleges and the University
of California
D. Graduate Division Costs in the State Colleges and the Univer-
sity of California
It may be noted in Figure 7D that the institutional expense per
student credit hour for graduate work is much higher in the Uni-
versity than in the state colleges. The reason for this diference is
that the University program is much more extensive and specialized.
The state colleges offer programs leading only to the master's degree
in selected fields. whereas the University’s costs cover a wide variety
of highly specialized doctoral and professional programs.’

1The costs of professional schoals such as medunne and deanstry are oot iocluaed o chese
comparaave dati.
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FIGURE 7
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Institutions of Higher Educaton for 1957-58

(58]



D. GRADUATE DIVISION COSTS IN THE STATE COLLEGES AND
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THE CosT oF ESTABLISHING NEW INSTITUTIONS

The Technical Committee report includes estimates ior new cam-
puses of various kinds and sizes, as well as the per student costs for
various kinds of buildings. These data later form the basis for esti-
mates of capital outlay expenditures in the years ahead.

COSTS OF SELECTED CAMPUSES

Estimates of capital outlay for new campuses were investigated
by ascertaining the costs of new campuses constructed within the past
ten years. Seven selected junior college campuses constructed during
this period were studied and their total costs identified, as shown
in Table 23. The capital outlay for each of these seven campuses in
1958 dollars ranged from 2.3 million dollars in the case of Coalinga
to more than 10 million dollars for the Bakersfield campus.

TABLE 23

Total and Per Student Capital Qutlay Cost for Selected
Junior College Campuses

Average daily actendance

Cost in
Campuses 1958 dallars! Capacutys Cost per a.d.a.?
Amencan Rivera oo eeeeeeaee 36,329,461 3,100 52,040
Aptelope Vallev. .o ooomaun... 8,317,299 2,500 3,330
Bakersfield oo e e 10,015,649 3,300 2,860
L0 2170 8,239,520 3,000 2,750
Chaffey e cceaaccemaan 7,062,003 3,000 2,330
Coalinga- oo cccaooaaoa. pmemmm——— 2,304,825 800 2,380
Reedley e eaaee 2,639,984 350 2,780

t Excludes remdence halls or stadinms or both,
-Capac:rr estumared by admmmistranve head of msmrucon.
3 An a.d.a. student 1s squivalent o two-thirds of a full-ome studenc

Likewise, the actual costs of constructing University and state
college campuses during the past decade were studied. Only one
University campus, namely Riverside, falls in this category, but fve
state colleges were constructed during this period. The costs of these
institutions translated into 1958 dollars are indicated in Table 24,

Because of many complicating factors, it is nearly impossible to
make any accurate comparison of the per square foot cost of junior
college, state college, and Umversity buildings. In general. the dii-
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TABLE 24

Totat and Per Student Capital Outlay Cast for Seiected
State Colleges and University Camouses

Camputed capecicy fnil-ume studentat

Cost 1n
Camptiges 1958 doilars Number Cost per student
Fresno State_ oo, 333,006,100 6,000 £5,500
Long Beach State ... _o_____. 32,186,800 8,276 3,890
Los Angeles State.. oo ... *26,761,800 7,081 3,780
Sacramento State_ .. ____________ 22,168,500 3,362 6,220
San Franeisco State. .o ooueuao .. *30,408,350 5,969 5,090

University of Califormia
Riverside (Letters and Science
7.1} 3 T *21,244.300 1,916 11,090

i Capacary based on computed capacity in accordance wich space standamls currently 1n usa.
* Exciudes land acqmsninon.

ferences in cost per square foot of building space at the University
and at the state colleges were small. Such differences as exist in the
cost per student are the result almost exclusively of differences in
the amount and kinds of building space required for the various
programs. Advanced graduate and other specialized programs con-
ducted in the University require more space in relation to the number
of students in order to provide for research and other specialized
functions within the educational process than in more general types

of programs.

TYPICAL CAMPTS COSTS

It is estimated in the Technical Committee report that a typical
junior college plant costs (in terms of 1958 dollars) approximately
$3,200 per student on the basis of average daily attendance for a
campus of 2,000 a.d.a., $2,800 for a campus of 4,000 a.d.a.. and
$2,500 for a campus of 3,000 a.d.a. These rounded figures, converted
into total campus costs, are indicated in Table 25. Thus, a campus
with a capacity for 2,000 a.d.a. would cost $6,400,000; for +.000
a.d.a. the cost approximates $11,200,000; and for 8,000 a.d.a. it be-
comes $20,000,000.

Similarly, the net capital outlay costs for three sizes of state col-
leges and University of California campuses are estimated as indi-
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cated in Table 26. These dgures show, for exampie. chat for a state
college of 3,000 full-time students, where 10 per cent of the {uil-time
student body is provided with residence halls, the cost is $4.335 per
full-time student in terms of 1958 comstructon cost levels. For a
campus of the University of California with a student body of the
same size and the same per cent of students housed, the correspond-

TABLE 25
Estimated Costs of “Typical” Junior Colleges
1958 costs
Campus uzes per a.d.a. Taotal 1958 cona

2000 a.d.a. Campus. ccccaunccnuaa-- $3,200 36,400,000
4000 a.d.a. Campuse - cccemcccmancun 2,800 11,200,000
8,000 a.d.a. Campus.caceccaacanannn- 2,500 20,000,000

TABLE 26

Net Capital Outlay for Three Sizes of State College and University Campuses
(Based on 1957-58 educational programs and 1958 construction costs)

State colleges University of Califorma
Full-time enrollment Per Tortal Per Toral
and per cent housed stndeat {In millions) scudent (In oulliona)
5,000 full-ume students l
No students housed oo oo £4.,280 221 £7.400 37
10 per cent housed.eaeceecoo-- 4,335 24 7,825 39
25 per cent housed . aucenenoa- 3,670 28 8,465 42
10,000 fuil-tume students
No students housed . coaceaaao 4,050 41 7.100 71
10 per cent housed.rooceooonee 1,605 16 7,525 75
25 per cent housed . ... 5,437 54 8,162 82
20,000 full-ume students ;
No students housed . _.oocee. 3,750 75 6,630 133
10 per cent housed eeaacoaaao- 4,305 86 | 7,053 141
25 per cent housed . aaaeooacu-. 5,157 103 l 7,692 154

Note 1. Nanresidenoal Ggures represent tota] JTO)ecTt costs, including equipment at 551 00
per gross square foot. plus 12 per cear for physical educaoon Aeids and courts. primary unhtes.
toacls and walks, and other ceneral sate aeveiopment, but aoc mneluaung more than aomunal land

cost. Mot applcsble to campuses with emphama on agnculture, engmmeenag, medical
and health scrences or rechnology.

NoTE 2: Residennal Sgures wnclude student houmng at $6,500 per student housed. pcluding
amng fachnes, plus 15 per cenc of student housing costs tor talated seneral sue deveiopment.
less loan tund Erancing assumed to be 30 per cent or remdennal bulldings, exclucing dipung
facilities 1o the czse of the stare colleges, wcluding dimn facziies m the case of the Universicy
of Califormia. and excluding general are development 1 th coses.
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ing expenditure of state funds would he $7,325 as of 1958. If the
per cent of students housed were increased to 25 per cent, the 1953
pet cost per full-time student would be approximately $5,570 and
$8,463, respectively.

If the costs of land are unusually high, the figures cited in Table 26
will prove to be comservative. Moreover, these data do not include
any allowance for such additional costs as those of parking structures
or for buildings over three stories high. Also, there is no allowance
for any expansion of research or other public service activities beyond
the state recognized levels of 1957-58.

CONSTRUCTING NEW CAMPUSES VERSUS
EXPANDING OLD ONES

An inquiry into the relative economic advantages of developing
new campuses or expanding existing campuses does not yield a clear-
cut answer regarding which is more economical. The deciding factor
in tipping the economic scales toward either direction appears to be in
the per cent of the students to be housed in residence balls. With a
constant per cent housed; the estimated cost of expanding an existing
campus is comparatively so little less than that of developing 2 new
campus that such factors as land costs could tip the scales either way.
If, however, the alternative to new campus development involves a
significantly greater per cent of students housed on the expanded
existing campus, then the difference in capital outlay generally is
clearly in favor of the development of new campuses.

ProjECTED CosTs oF HiIGHER EpucaTiOoN

In any attempt to project the costs and expenditures of public
higher education in a dynamic state such as California many difficul-
ties are likely to be encountered and the job is hazardous at best. The
marked growth of the state’s population and economy, accompanied
by demands for highly trained personnel for its technology, are con-
ditions which alter the growth of college enrollments. Even if enroll-
ments could be forecast accurately, cost would be affected by uniore-
seen changes. As evidence of the risk in attempting to forecast costs
accurately, it should be noted that the 1948 Strayver Committee
Report estimated a total current expense of public higher education
for 1960 as $70.170,000. whereas 1t appears that the 1959-60 figure
will surpass 300 million dollars. Similarly, the Restudy, published in



164 MASTER PLAN FOR IICHER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA

1953, estimated total expenditures of public higher education in 1963
as $293,080,359, but it appears that this amount will fail short of
meeting the 1959-60 needs, to say nothing ot the needs that wiil exist
in 19635.

The procedure employed in this report is to use the 1957-58 unit
cost per stydent for current expenditures, by segment and academic
level, as a base for calculating future expenditures in terms of enroll-
ment projections, by segments and academic levels, for a target year.
Capital outlay projections, on the other hard, are based upon the
average per student cost of buildings and facilities, beyond capacities
which exist or for which funds are available and in terms of estab-
lished space and utilization standards, projected for the needs for a
given future year. The target years used for future projections are
1963, 1970, and 1973, The projections apply only to a given year.

Two sets of estimates of expenditures and state appropriations re-
quired to support higher education in California in 1963, 1970, and
1975 are set forth in this report. The first projections arise from
status quo conditions, defined to mean 1957-58 dollar costs of educa-
tion, and based on a continuation of current standards of admission,
of current distribution of educational costs, and of the same distribu-
Hon of students among the three public segments of higher education.
The second set of estimates, modified projections, are based on the
recommendations of the Master Plan Survey Team on standards for
admission, diversion of lower division students to the junior colleges,
increased proportion of support paid the junior colleges by the state,
and other recommendations, including the creation of new institu-
tions.

STATUS QUO PROJTECTIONS

Estimates of future total expenditures and state funds required,
on the basis of status guo projections, are shown in Table 27. The
increasing amounts of expenditures for the three periods indicated
are a reflection primarily of rapidly increasing collegiate enrcllments
during the years ahead.

If the status quo projections materialize, total expenditures in
1975-76 will exceed one billion dollars. Nearly two-thirds of this
amount (665.5 million dollars) will be from state support. Again. it
must be emphasized that these data concern only annual expenditures
for the years included in the table.
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TABLE 27

Estimated Totai Funds and State Funds Required for Public Higher
Educahon on the Basis of Status Quo Projections

{In millions of dailars)

l 1965-66 1970-71 1975-76
Segroents ’ Toral l State Total Scaee Total State

Junior colleges

Current expenditure_ . __ 1528 47 4 1929 398 2363 713

Capital outlay'. ... ... 06 *.... 411 *. ... 48.2 *....
State colleges

Current expenditure__.. 127 3 108 2 190 9 162 3 2438 2072

Capitaloudlay3____..___ ™(553) 558 (43 2) 43 2 ==(39 9y 3%9
University of Califorma

Current expenditure_ ... 268 ¢+ 166 4 373 8 231.8 478 § 296 9

Capital outlay?. ... =60 2) &0 2 =48 5} 48 3 *=(48 7] 48.2
Total

Current expenditure. . ._ 348.3 3220 757 6 453 9 958 9 377 4

Capital outlay. .. ...... *=(136 6) 116 0 *(1328 97 ! *(136 3) B8 1
Grand toral ... . . =685 1) 438 0 **(890 4) 345.6 | (1,095 2) 663 3

i The junior college representanives on the Master Plan Swrvey Team favored a dufferent method
of esomanng capital cutlay m the junior colleges, 1.e., use of a.d.a. of davume srudents onlv
rather than total a.d.a. as a basis. method, 1f used, would bave apprecably reduced capital
ontlay esnmates for thess instrutions.

’&p:tal carlay :gpmpnanans for state colleges and University represent net capital outlay of
state funds, wuh only paroal mclunon of land acquimition costs and complets exclumon of Um-
vernty medical centers.

* At present all capiral outlay m junsor colleges 18 Gnanced by local school distmets.

*» Picures m parentheses are not total expenditures because of lmicanon of foownote 2.

MODIFIED PROJECTIONS

Estimated total expenditures and state funds required for public
higher education on the basis of modified projections are shown in
Table 28. These estimates, as indicated previously, are based upon
changed conditions as recommended in the Master Plan Survey.
Among other changes, it assumes a gradual diversion of 42,600
enrollees from the state colleges and the University to the junior col-
leges by 1975, as well as the gradual increase of state apportionments
to the junior colieges from 30 per cent to 45 per cent of a.d.a. support
costs. A proposal for state grants or loans or both to assist junior
college capital outlay funds, a policy which would have marked
effect upon state appropriations for higher education. could not be
calculated in these projections because no specific amount of such
support was included in the Master Plan recommendations.
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TABLE 28

Eshmated Totai Funds and State Funds Required for Public Higher
Education an the Basis of Medified Projechans

(in muilions of doliars)

1965-66 1970-71 1975.76
Segments Toral Scaee Toeal Stace Total Stace

Junior colleges

Current expenditure.... 1602 36.1 210.83 843 67 0 1202

Capital outlay'ecooan--- 1ée ".... 56.2 *.... 62.8 *._..
State colleges

Current expenditure.... 1210 1029 179 ¢ 152.9 226.6 192.6

Capital outlay? ..._.... »»(502) 302 (39 5 3935 =(359) 35.9
Umiversity of California

Current expenditure.... 2332 144.6 3232 00 4 430 277 8

Capital outlay? co.....- =42 7)) 42.7 **(50 6) 306 (37 0) 570
Total

Current expeaditure. ... Sl+ 4 303 6 713 9| 437 6 %41 6§ 390.6

Caprtal outlay .o ocaaaae (124 3) 929 **(146.1)} 01 **(155.7y 92.9
Grand totalececcooaannun- (638 9) 396.5 (860 2)| 527 7  *=(1,097.3) 683.3

1 Ay stated 1n foomote 1 of Table 27, the junior college representatives on the Master Plan Sur-
Team favored a different method of esnmanng capatal sutlay 1n the junoar colleges, re., use of
a.d.2. of dayome students unly ratfer than total ad.a. as a bams. This method, 1f used, would
ln\;ec appulzecnbrlj; reduced captral of:.;d.av snmﬁ?c;w a:::ls?] insnrunons. wal oudday of
apital outlay appropmanons for state co niversity represent uet capital outlay
smre funds. with only parmal imelusion of land acquuunon cosss and complete ex:ﬁ.mnn of Um-
vemnty Medical Center.

-G pmentallnpm.louthym:marcnllegeuﬁmneedhylomlschmldism

»* Gioures 1p parentheses are not toral expendicures because of lizutanon of footnote 2.

NoTts. The capial outlay Bgures i thug amhle do not with those found om Page 107 of
the Technical Commuctee Report enuded, Coszs of Higher Education in Calsforniz, 1960-1975, be-
cause tn those Agures account has been taken of cthe cost impact of the Master Plan Recommenda-
nons of Unlzaticn Standards and the increased Lbrary seanng required to meer American Library
Assocanon

State appropriations, based upon modified projections, will increase
from approximately +00 million dollars in 1963 to nearly 700 million
dollars in 1975. Although capital outlay will remain fairly stable,
involving an annual expenditure of about 100 million dollars during
this period, current expenditures will nearly double, extending from
approximately 300 million dollars in 1965 to nearly 600 million
dollars in 1975. Nearly half oi the grand total estimates ior both
the status guo and modified projections will be expended by the
University of California. The current expenditures for each segment
will nearly double during this period of time. State college capital
outlay is predicted to decrease from 50.2 million dollars in 1963-66
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to 35.9 million dollars i 1975-76. and for the University ot Cali-
fornia it is estimated to increase from 42.7 million doilars to 57.0
million dollars in this same period.

FINDINGS
1. For the ten-year period, 1948-49 through 1957-38:

a.

Total expenditures for all institutions of higher education in
California increased from 180 million to 334 million dollars
or 208 per cent. The increase in current expenditures of 242
million dollars accounted for nearly two-thirds of the in-
crease; capital outlay accounted for the balance.

Total expenditures of public institutions increased in the
ten-year period from 112.8 to 413.2 million dollars, an increase
of 266 per cent. During this time expenses for education
and general items increased 222 per cent; for auxiliary
enterprises, 88 per cent; student aid, 352 per cent; and
capital outlay, 481 per cent.

¢. The state provided more than half the costs of public higher

education in California. about 55 per cent of all current
expenditures and 63 per cent of capital outlay expenditures.

Annual state apportionments to junior colleges, comprising
about 31 per cent of current expenditures, increased during
the ten-year period from slightly over 9 million to 23 million
dollars, an increase of 141 per cent.

The state provided 73 per cent of the state colleges’ current
expenditures and all of the capital outlay funds. During this
period, the state colleges expended state funds of 199 million
dollars for current expenditures and 210 million for capital
outlay.

f. A total of 62 per cent of the University’s current expendi-

[\ ]

tures and 83 per cent of its capital outlay funds were pro-
vided by the state during this period. Again, in terms of state
funds, the University expended 347 million doilars for current
expenditures and 164 million dollars for capital outlay pur-
poses.

. Estimated capital outlay costs per student in average daily at-

tendance for *“typical” junior college campuses are as follows:
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$3.200 for 2,000 a.d.a. campuses, $2.300 per a.d.a. for +.000
a.d.a. campuses, and $2.500 per a.d.a. for 3,000 a.d.a. campuses.

Ner capital outlay costs for state college campuses, without resi-
dence facilities, are estimated as follows: $4,280 per student
tor 5,000 fuil-ime students, $4,050 per student for 10,000 full-
time students, and $3,750 per student for 20,000 full-time stu-
dents.

Net capital outlay costs for University of California campuses,
without dormitory facilities, are as follows: $7,400 per student
for 5,000 full-time students, $7,100 per student for 10,000 full-
time students, and $6,630 per student for 20,000 full-time stu-
dents.

The total expenditures for public higher education in 1975-7 6,
on the basis of status guo projections, will exceed cne billion dol-
lars, two-thirds of which will require state funding. An estimated
annual state appropriation of 577.4 million dollars for current
expenditures and 88.1 million dollars for capital outlay will be
required by all public institutions of higher education at that
time,

The modified projections are estimated to require in 1975-76,
about 684 million dollars of state appropriations, 93 million to
be applied on capital outlay, and 591 million to meet current
expenditures.

Jowior CoLLEGE SuPPORT

The state’s responsibility for financing junior colleges is 2 matter
of vital concern to the Master Plan Survey. Currently, through
apportionments paid by the state for average daily attendance of
students, about 30 per cent of the support costs for the junior col-
leges is paid from the State School Fund. Other current support, as
well as all capital outlay, is provided by the local districts.

Both The Regents and the State Board of Education approved the
following recommendation in the Restudy:

In view of the outstanding success of the Califormia junior college pro-
gram, the Restudy stadf recommends that actve encouragement be given by
the State Supenntendent of Public Instruction, the State Department o:
Education, the State Board of Education, and other appropriate agencies to
the estabhshment of new jumor colleges mn populous areas with adequate
resources not now adequately served.
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The Survey Team concurs fuily in that recommendation. It furcher
believes that in addition. specific provisions should be made to divert
lower division students from the state colleges and the University
to the readily accessible junior colleges. Such a diversion wiil imple-
ment another approved Restudy recommendation, which provides
for a reduction in lower division enrollments in relation to those in
the upper division and graduate fields. Such a recommendation is
found in Chapters I and IV of this Survey Team report.

Among the effects of this diversion will be to (a) protect family
incomes by permitting more students to live at home while attending
college; (b) conserve space and instructional expense at the senior
institutions for a larger proportion of upper division and graduate
students; (c) reduce the amount of dormitory space needed at the
state colleges and the University; and (d) reduce the cost to the
state for both capital outlay and current operating costs.

These benefits, the Survey Team believes, make it advantageous
for the state to increase the apportionments granted to junior colleges
and to undertake a program of sharing in the construction funds
necessary to expand the junior colleges. The increase should be
efiected gradually. In order to safeguard local district control over
the junior coileges, the maximum proportion of state subsidy might
well approach, but not attain, 50 per cent of total expenditures.
Such a proposal could be realized if the Legislature were to augment
the State School Fund increasingly each year over a 1S-year period
until the junior college apportionments approximate 45 per cent of
the total current support for these institutions.

Further, the Survey Team believes that state participation in con-
struction costs of junior college facilities is necessary to accelerate
their growth sufficiently to accommodate the enlarged future enroll-
ments. The idea of state assistance for junior college capital outlay
is not new. Proposed legislation, such as Assembly Bill No. 24 oL
the 1959 legislative session, has been introduced in the past to
achieve this type of assistance. The Regents and the State Board
of Education adopted a resolution on April 15, 1939, staung that
“the State Board of Educanon and the Regents of the Umversity
of California, in joint session, endorse in principle the idea of State
assistance for capital outlay for jumior colleges at such times as
State finances permit.”
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The Survey Team considered several types of grants and loans,
and various methods of distribunng state aid on the basis of equaii-
zation, uniform grants, growth factors, and other principles. In view
of the time necessary to design a sound proposal, however, it ap-
peared inadvisable to propose a speciiic legislative program in this
report.

The Survey Team believes, however, that because of the planned
enlargement of junior college enrollments to relieve state-supported
institutions, the method devised for distributing state aid to the
junior colleges for capital outlay purposes should be based primarily,
if not totally, upon the growth or potential growth of these institu-
tions. Since junior colleges will generally increase in enrollments along
with other public institutions, all or practically all, will benefit from a
state subsidy based on growth.

The Survey Team was concerned with the degree to which popula-
tion centers with large numbers of potential enrollees sufficient to
commence a new judior college preferred to pay out-of-district fees
for their youth rather than establish a local institution. This evasion
of responsibility tends to restrict educational opportunities of local
youth and, in the long term, has serious repercussions upon the
general cultural level of the area. Steps should be taken to encourage
all areas of the state to share more equally in supporting junior col-
lege education, either by organizing junior college districts when
needed or by contributing more equitably to the total costs of junior
college education in districts which support junior colleges.

A further concern of the Survey Team is that all funds intended
specifically for, or warranted by, the junior colleges, be expended
for junior college education. The safeguarding of state funds for the
specific purposes intended was considered important, particularly if
the state obligates itself to provide greater assistance for the junior
colleges in the future. Such funds should not be diverted, either
wholly or partially, for other public education programs. In many
instances, this problem may be resolved by more precise accounting
procedures. In other cases, a clarification of law requiring the dispo-
sition of junior college funds may be helpiul.

RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that:

1. Procedures be devised to assure that all funds allocated to and
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for junior colleges for current expensé or for capital outlay by
the state be expended only for jumior college purposes, and
further that the law be clarified to require that all iunds received
from county junior college tuition funds for use of buildings
and equipment be expended solely for junior college purposes

_In view of the added local financial obligations, for both current
expenses and capital outlay, which will result from the Master
Plan Survey recommendations designed to divert to the jumior
colleges some 50,000 lower division students from the 1975
estimates for the state colleges and the University of California,
and the attendant savings to the state resulting thereirom, the
following actions be taken:

a. Procedures and methods be devised and adopted by the Leg-
islature that will increase the proportion of total curremt
support paid to the jumior colleges from the State School
Fund (augmented for this purpose) from the approximately

30 per cent now in effect to approximately 45 per cent not
later than 1975

b. A continuing program be devised and adopted by the
Legislature that would distribute construction funds, either
through grants or loans or both, for capital outlay purposes
annually to junior colleges as determined by growth, this
program being for the purpose of assisting junior colleges
to meet the facility needs of projected enrollments and of the
students to be diverted to the junior colleges.

_ All the territory of the state not now included within districts
operating junior colleges be brought into junior college districts
as rapidly as possible, so that all parts of the state can share
in the operation, control, and support of junior colleges. Pend-
ing the achievement of this objective, means be devised to re-
quire areas that are not a part of a district operating a junior
college to contribute to the support of junior college education
at a rate or level that is more consistent with the contributions
to junior college support presently made by areas included in
districts that maintain junior coileges.
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STUDENT FEES

Higher education in California is well regarded in the nation for
the quality of its programs and services and the broad range ot
educational opportunities offered its students. The plan for this study
includes the following two questions pertaining to student fees. “How
much of the costs of public higher education should be borne by the ,
students?” “Should the present fee structure be altered?” The im-
portant issue here is whether an increase in the cost to the students
can be levied without depriving many able and qualified youth of
educational opportunity and in so doing fail to meet the needs of
society for trained personnel.

Currently, students in California public higher education contribute
directly to the financing of college programs by the payment of
tuition or fees. Tuition is defined generally as student charges for
teaching expenses, whereas fees are charges to students, either col-
lectively or individually, for services not directly related to instruc-
tion, such as health, special clinical services, job placement, housing,
recreation.

Continuing a principle in the Organic Statutes of California in
1867-68, under which the University of California was created, public
higher education institutions in California do not charge tuition to
bona fide legal residents of the state. On the other hand, students
who do not qualify as residents must pay tuition. For the year
1959-60, nonresident tuition for regular students was $127.3Q per
semester in the state colleges and $250 per semester at the Univer-
sity. Currently, the University is charging according to law the
maximum permissible nonresident tuition. (See Section 23053, 1939
Education Code.) The 1959 Legislature passed a law which permits
local governing boards of the jumior colleges to charge a gonresi-
dent fee.

Incidental and other fees are charged at all state colleges and
campuses of the University. In the state colleges, 2 materials and
service fee of approximately $33.00 per semester is charged all regu-
larly enrolled students. The University, on the other hand, charges
an incidental fee of $60.00 per semester to its enrollees. In addition.
student body and other fees are paid by students who are the recipi-
ents of special types of noninstructional services.
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The Survey Team believes that the traditional policy of neariy
a century of tuition-free higher education is in the best interests of
the state and should be continued. The team noted with interest an
address given in May, 1958, by President James L. Mornll oi the
University of Minnesota, who commented as follows on the desire
of some organizations and- individuals to raise tuition and fees to
meet the full operating costs of public institutions of higher education:

This notion is, of course, an incomprehensible repudiation of the whole
philosophy of a successful democracy premised upon an educated citizenry.

Tt negates the whole concept of wide-spread educational opportunity made

posgible by the state umversity idea. It conceives ¢ollege traiming as a per-
sonal investment for profit instead of a social investment.

No realistic and unrealizable counter-proposal for seme vast new resource
for scholarship aid and loans can compensate for a betrayal of the “Amen-
can Dream” of equal opportunity to which our colleges and umversities, both
pnvate and public, have been generously and far-sightedly commutted. But
the proposal persists as some kind of panacea, some kind of release from
responsibility from the pocketbook burdens of the chenshed American idea
and tradition.

It is an incredible proposal to turn back from the world-envied American
accomplishment of more than a century?

Although the Survey Team endorses tuition-free education, pever-
theless, it believes that students should assume greater responsibility
for financing their education by paying fees sufficient to cover the
operating costs of services not directly related to instruction. Such
services would include laboratory fees, health, intercollegiate ath-
letics, and student activities. Moreover, the team believes that an-
cillary services such as housing, feeding, and parking, should be
entirely self-supporting. Such fee provisions will require resident
students to assume more financial responsibility for the manifold
supplementary services associated with the educational program:
yet, on the other hand, tuition-iree institutions will permit most quali-
fied students to attend publicly supported institutions. For those
unable to pay the fees additional scholarships and loan funds are
recommended elsewhere in this report. An increase in fees will un-
doubtedly be necessary to omset the effects of intlation. Adjusuments
of the fee structure should be made from time to time to assure its
adequacy in meeting increased costs of services.

2 James L. Mornll The Place and Primacy of the State Unwvernity wm Public Higher Educatom.
Transactions and Proceeqings of the Nanonei Assocanon or State Universines o the UUnitea States
of Amenca, Vol. LVI, 1958, p. 20.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

For the state colleges and the Unsverssty of California i 15 recom-
mended that:

1.

4.

The two governing boards reaffirm the long established principle
that state colleges and the University of California shall be
tuition free to all residents of the state.

Students who are residents of other states pay as follows:

a. All students except those exempt by law pay tuition sufficient
to cover not less than the state’s contribution to the average
teaching expense per student as defined by the Master Plan
Survey Team’s Technical Committee on Costs of Higher
Education in the institution or system as follows:

Teaching expense 1s defined to mclude the cost of the salanes of the
instructors involved in teaching for the proporuon of their time which
1s concerned with mstruction, plus the clerical salanes, supplies, equp-
ment, and orgamzed activities related to teachung.

b. Other fees for services not directly related to instruction

Each system devise a fee structure and collect sufficient reve-
nues to cover such operating costs as those for laboratory fees,
heaith, intercollegiate athletics, student activities, and other
services incidental to, but not directly related to, instruction

The operation of all such ancillary services for students as
housing, feeding, and parking be self-supporting. Taxpayers’
money should not be used to subsidize, openly or covertly, the
operation of such services. Because of the various methods
which are used to finance construction of auxliary enterprises
such as residence halls and dormitories, it is impossible to state
specifically which portions of ameortization and interest pay-
ments are properly chargeable to operating expense. Conse-
quently, it is recommended further that the governing boards
determine which of such costs are appropriate charges to oper-
ating expense and include as much as possible of those with
other operating expenses of such anciilary services.

Additional provisions be made for studeut aid and loans. par-
ticularly as fees and nonresident tuition increase

. Periodically the governing boards recompute thewr per student

teaching expense and set nonresident twition accordingly. Peri-
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odically they recompute the cost of operation of services such
as feeding, housing, and parking, and set rees for such services
accordingly

. Each institution retain moneys collected from nonresident tui-

tion

All the above policies when approved by the two governing
boards be applicable immediately to the state colleges and the
University of California, and that they be applied to the junior
colleges as a matter of state policy and when applicable



CaartEr X

CALIFORNIA’S ABILITY TO FINANCE
PUBLIC HIGHER EDUCATION
1960-1975

Although Assembly Concurrent Resolution 88, which authorized
this study, did not require consideration of the state’s ability to
finance higher education, the plan for the study as approved by both
governing boards included the following questions for which answers
were to be determined:

1. What is Califormia’s ability to pay for the future development of public
higher education in the state?

2. What proportion of the state’s budget has been and 15 now allocated for the
support of public higher education? How does tis compare with the efforts
made to support public higher education in other states?

3. What are the probable supplemental (non-state) resources for financing
public higher education in California which might be tapped?

Accordingly, the Liaison Committee on July 8, 1959, approved
the appointment of the Technical Committee on California’s Ability
to Finance Higher Education to study the problems posed by these
questions. On July 10, 1959, Arthur G. Coons, Chairman of the Sur-
vey Team, wrote a letter to Joseph O. McClintic, Chairman of the
Committee, outlining its responsibilities. His letter contained the
following statement:

. . this committee is to investigate the abdity of the State to support
higher education. This 15 essentwally a study of the fiscal capacity of the
State, but, of course, it includes basic projections oi the strength of the
economy and its hikely growth. While we are not unmindful ot the degree to
which resources must be avarable to finance private education is it develops
within its present trends. nevertheless, the immediate point here is the ques-
tion of the capacity of the government of the State of Califormia to dnance
public ugher education, and to do so without the loss of the strength of
exsting private institutions, without the loss of the essenuial qualines of the
Califorma system of higher education as presently estabiished.

In considenng fiscal capacity, our survey team believed that vour com-
muttee at least imually should not be concerned with new taxes or reforms
1n the revenue system. but upon projecting the future resources of Califormia
and the avaiability of funds wath which to support the projections of costs
oi higher education as calculated within existing frameworks.

[176]
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In A4 Restudy of the Needs of California in Higher Education,'
Chapter VI entitled, “California’s Ability to Support Higher Educa-
tion,” included a detailed analysis of trends in state tax collections
and the projected tax base. In addition, a careful analysis was made
of the state’s ability to support higher education for the decade,
1955-1965.

In considering the state’s ability to support higher education during
that decade in relation to the cost analysis also included in the
Restudy, the following conclusion was drawn:

The Restudy staff concludes that the State of Califormia will be able to
support a program of public higher education for the potential enroilment
given in Chapter IT of tins Report that will be comparable in both scope and
quality to that now offered without an unreasonable demand on the State’s
economy.

On the basis of the information on estimated costs contained in
Chapter IX and in this chapter, the Survey Team has made in Chap-
ter XI a similar appraisal for the period 1960-1975.

EsToMATED GENERAL FUNDS AVAILABLE

In this section an attempt is made to determine the amount of
money that will be available for public higher education from the
State’s General Fund for each year to 1975. This is done by making
a comparison of projections of revenues to the General Fund with
projections of expenditures for all claimants on the General Fund
other than public higher education. On the assumption that the
services of other claimants will remain at the 1958 level, the differ-
ence between these two projections presumably represents the funds
available for public higher education. This method of calculating
available funds for public higher education is used only as a statistical
device for rendering a calculation and no implication should be drawn
that public higher educanon should be funded aiter all other state
agencies are supported.

A major purpose of these projections is to show the direction of
development which may be reasonably anticipated. To use them
as limitations would be a distortion of their purpose. They should
be regarded as a means of illuminating the fiscal landscape in such
a way as to aid in the formulation of policies to meet properly the
needs of the state.

LOp. at
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The following assumptions concerning conditions between 1959
and 1975 were made by the Technical Committee in order to nave
a basis for the projections:

1. The general price level will be stable and constant.

2. Estimates will be made in “1958 dollars.”

3. The existing tax structure in terms of rates and exemptions,
as revised by the 1959 session of the California State Legisla-
ture, will remain constant for the period under consideration.

4, Expenditure programs for non-higher education claimaats will
remain unchanged in scope and quality.

5. There will be no significant change in international relations.

6. Productivity per man hour will continue to rise at approxi-
mately the average rate of recent years.

7. Average hours of work will not be substantially changed.

8. Existing trends and relationships will remain constant or will
be modified in ways which can be reasonably anticipated {rom
collateral facts.

9. “Full employment” will be sustained during the projected
period.

REVENUE ESTIMATES

Personal Income as a Basis of Revenue. The consistent relation-
ship between personal incomes in California and the yield of certain
specific taxes is basic to projections of tax revenues.

Since personal income depends to a comsiderable extent on the
proportion of the population employed, population estimates—partic-
ularly for adults twenty to sixty-four years of age, inclusive—are
important. This report uses the estimates given in Table 29 as the
population basis.

Two approaches were used to estimate personal incomes. The frst
approach resuited from estimating future per capita incomes on the
basis of the historical trends oi 1929 to 1957 and mulitiplying these
per capita incomes by the projected population for Califorma. The
resuits of this method, using data which reflect in part the depres-
s1on experiences of the 1930’s, were believed to be conservative and
thus were employed only as a check on the second method.
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TABLE 29
Estimated Pooulanen of Caiiformia, 19460 ta 1975 *
{(Civilian popuiation)

i Annoal | Esnmated population
per cent 21 yezrs of age
Year (July 1} Populanont 1 cnange and over
1960 e ccecmecavmmammmoennna- 15,530,000 37 9,439,000
19653 - - e eeiemcicmmemmmam—aae= 18,454,000 34 10,534,000
1970 ccecccccco—smem————ua= 21,790,000 34 12,822,000
1975 e ceccmcarammemmmesaamen 25,755,000 i4 15,157,000

L With the excepuon of the years 1960-63, the prolections were based on an annual ncrease of
3.4 per cent. For the yeams 1960-63, the per cent of mncreuse was 3.7, 1.6, 3.6, and 3.5 respec-

mvely,
* Commitee’s report on Calsforma’s Ablity to Financs Higher Educa-

Source: The Techmical
tiom, 1960-1975, Table |. Stansacs for this table wers obtammed Erom Califormia’s Population o
1959, Sactamentn: Califormia State Department of Finance, August, 1959.

The second personal income series projected by the Technical
Committee, which was subsequently used, was derived by the fol-
lowing steps:

1. The personal income per employed civilian for 1957 was com-
puted. (As the full-employment labor force approximates 74
per cent of the estimated civilian population from twenty to
sixty-four years of age, the actual civilian income for 1957 was
divided by 74 per cent of the civilian population in the twenty
to sixty-four age group that year in order to get the income per
employed civilian.)

2. The personal income per employed civilian each year in the
future was increased by 2.5 per cent, which was the average
annual productivity increase in constant dollars of California’s
personal income per emploved civilian during 1951-57.

3. The estimated personal income per emploved civilian was mui-
tiplied by the full-employment civilian labor force (74 per
cent of civilian population, twenty to sixty-four years of age)
for future years.

The results of these computations appear in Table 30.

Estimates o) General Fund Tax Sources. The projected personal
income and the population projections were used to project each
General Fund tax source separately, based upon (a) past relaton-
ships of yields of particular tazes to personal income; (b) per capia
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TABLE 30
Estimared Civilian Personal income ~—3ernes 2

Esomated avilian | Z:umaren personal

| sopulation innual necome gstumacea
. <0<64 years ot age Estimatea ser «vian
| {inciusive) smpigved | empoyeq ! personal
Calendar year | July L civilang } civilian ! income
| »
1960 ceoue o 3,396,000 6,213,000 l 36,448 240,061,000,000
1965 cecaaeas 9,789,000 7,242.000 7.294 32,823,000,000
1970 ¢ et 11,780,000 3,569000 8,251 70,703,000,000
1975 oo 13,687,000 10,128,000 ‘ 9,353 94, 345,000,000

! Source: The Techmical Commuttes report on Californ:a’s Abtduy to Fimance Higher Educa-
ttom, 1960-1975, op. ait., Table 3.

relationships, where deemed more appropriate; and (¢) somewhat
arbitrary trend relationships in the case of one or two minor revenue
sources. The detailed methods used in these tax projections are de-
scribed in the report of the Technical Committee. The results of

these revenue projections for each of the major sources are shown in
Table 31.

It will be noted that projections of General Fund tax revenues,
based upon civilian personal incomes resulting from full employment
and an annual increased productivity of 2.3 per cent, would vield
approximately one and one-half billion dollars in (960 and thereafter
increase to approximately three and one-half billion dollars in
1974-75.

ESTIMATES OF EXPENDITURES

Future General Fund expenditures were estimated for all claim-
ants, except public higher education, on the basis of the f{ollowing
assumptions:

1. There will be no future change in the scope and quality of

services provided.

2. In most instances, the increase of estimated 1939-1960 expendi-
tures during future vears will be in the same proportion as the
zeneral population growth or. wherever apolicable. a more spe-
cialized popuiation growth.

3. Direct capital outlay expenditures for public higher education
from the General Fund are not sufficiently iarge under present
legislative policies to warrant special attenuon herein. Ylore-
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TABLE 31

General fund Esnmated Revenues for Cartain Fiscal Years,
1960-61 througn 197475 *

1960-61 1964-65 196970 | 197455
Major tares and licenses (Thousaads of dollary}

Aleoholic bewverage taxes and

leensen. .o e 548,074 334,123 363,469 375,027
Bank and corporation tazes...... 269,650 337,104 449 146 600,514
Gift and inheritance taxes____... 35,900 70,300 93,300 124,400
Horse racing (panmutuel) license

(- T 17,897 22,509 29,979 39,931
Insurance gross premium tax..... 64,564 80,682 107,991 144,412
Motor vehucle Lcense (in lieu) fees_ 2,261 2,343 3,787 5,044
Personal income tax. ... ..., 265,485 360,089 517,398 754,657
Privatecartar_ . _______.___._. 1,975 2,375 2,875 3,375
Retail sales 2nd use tax_______._ 725,104 906,358 1,207,596 1,614,574
Tobacen tax. oo mcacccccnmaas 64,798 73,545 86,672 101,948

Totals, major tazes and licenses 1,515,748 1,909,928 2,562,413 3,463,882
Miscellaneous and!departmental
FEVEnUeS. o vecccmccc e mam 44,254 52,254 62,254 72,254

Grand total, revenue_......... 1,560,002 1,962,182 2,624,667 3,536,136

uon.s?;;?lt 9’17'?? ;ﬂ”ﬁiﬁ?ﬁ‘m report on Califorma’s Ability to Finance Higher Educa-
over, they could not be projected in the absence of a consistent
legislative policy to be used as a base.

These estimated expenditures were combined into six broad groups:
(a) Education (exclusive of higher education); (b) Social Welfare,
Health; (c) Mental Hygiene, Corrections; (d) Conservation of Nat-
ural Resources; (e) Fiscal Affairs, General Administration; (f)
Other. The components of these groupings are described fully in the
Technical Committee report. An adjustment ratio was introduced
to account for the probable rising costs of state services as state
employees share in the general increase in per capita income.

The projected total estimated costs of maintaining existing state
operations and local assistance financed by the General Fund at their
1958 level of service (excluding public higher education), based on
independent projections for each group, are shown in Table 32.

GENERAL FUNDS AVAILABLE

The difference between the projected revenues and expenditures
represents, theoretically, that portion of the General Fund available
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TABLE 32

Estimated Cost of Maintamning Existing State Operations and
Local Assistance Financea by the General Fund !

(Excluding state support tor higher educatian)

196041 l 196465 1965-70 . 197475
(Thousands of dollare)
Education (exclusive of higher
edueation) ceoccecamamcemea=- $735,209 £914,625  $1,120,122 $1,338,843
Soqal Welfare, Health, etceaae.- 238,264 268,956 312,774 363,749
Mental Hygteae, Corrections..—- 172,752 196,246 225,495 259,586
Conservanon of Natural Re-
- GOUTTES s mamomesmammm—mm=ma= 30,292 36,339 45 483 57,004
Fiscal Affairs, General Adminis-
TAHON. o e o mceamcmmemmmm—mmae 42,293 51,397 65,302 84,023
Other o cacmcemmmemmmmmammaan 73,981 90,817 114,564 138,880
Totalo cwccceamsammecnmen- 1,292,791 1,558,380 1,382,940 2,242,085
Adjustment b 1a o - . 1 0200 1 1056 1 2240 1.3524
Adjusted otal. cccncacamana 1,318,647 1,722,945 2,304,719 3,032,196

1 Source: The Technical Cammttee repart oD Califorma’s Abnlity to Finance Higher Education,
1960-1975, op. cit., Tahle 22.

'Th:suunuhuedontheusu.mpdmthuso pumto&thcmmlwﬂlbemsedbyz.s pec
cent compounded anoually, wh;chw:]lpemnd:.epusumpudbom:huafundsmsha:emthe
general merease in per ApR income.

to finance public higher education. This difference is shown in Table
33. If these projections prove to be correct the General Fund would
produce from 241 million dollars in 1960 to 503 million dollars in
1974-75 beyond that sequired for the support of all other state serv-
ices at their 1958 level except that of higher education. Accordingly,
then, these amounts would be available from the General Fund for
the support of junior coileges, state colleges, and the University.

Further, it was determined as 2 check upon the foregoing data that
if the same ratio of General Fund expenditures for public higher
education to the General Fund revenues holds in future years as
existed in 1957-58 (13.38 per cent), the state funds available for
public higher education will range from 214 miilion dollars in 1960-61
to 486 million doilars in 1974-73. These data lend credence to the
data presented in Table 33.

ErFForT TO SuPPORT PUBLIC HiceErR EDUCATION

The capacity of the State of California to support public higher
education is determined primarly by three factors: () the size of
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the stream oI income [rom wnich such support must be drawn: by
the efficiency and efectiveness of the tax instruments bv woica :his
support is realized; and (c¢) the will of the people of the state to
devote adequate funds for thus purpose.

Abundant evidence shows that the taxable income within the state
is large and steadilv growing. The projected personal income data
support this coatention. Few other states have as much taxable
wealth as California. )

The efficiency and effectiveness of the taxation system employed
in California are not concerns of this study. The tax base will con-
tinue to change in the future, as it has in the past. The income from
taxes will have to rise to support the increased services of the state.
However, the extent of the taxes and types of taxes required are
responsibilities of the Legislature, and, therefore, were not consid-
ered by the Survey Team.

The third factor—the will of the people to devote adequate funds
to higher education—is a major issue. To what extent do California’s
citizens value higher education as a state service? What priority,
in terms of state appropriations, should be assigned to public higher
education as a function of the state? Should the state devote more
of its resources for higher education as compared with other state
functions? These and similar questions must be answered by the
Legislature.

Three measures were employed to ascertain the relative tax effort
of this state. First, the total taxation effort was measured by com-

TABLE 33

Companson of Revenue Eshmates and Estmated Expenditures, 1960-1975,
for All State Services Except Higher Education !

(In thousands of doilars)

d Esumated ' Esumated
Fiscal Year | revenue expenditures ; Surplus
196061 .. | 31.360.002 31,318.647 ' $241 33
1964-h3 . o e e | [ 762,182 1,722,943 ' 229,237
1969-50_ . ___._. e 162t bor 2304719 39948
[ I 1.336.178 3,032,196 103240

' Source- The Technical Committee report on Calsforma’s Abiltty 10 Frrance Higher Educanon
1960-19795, op. c1s., Table 26.
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paring the state (ax collections with the totai personal wmcome. Sec-
ondly, the expenditures for public digher education were compared
with the total personal income. Finaily, the per capia expenditure

was compared with the per capita income 10 show etdfort in terms
of the individual rather than as a result of the population size.

Relation of State Tax Collections to Total Personal Income. The
ratio of state tax collections to total personal income for the four-
year period, 1955 to 1958, inclusive, indicates that the tax collections
of the state are about 3.2 per cent of the total persopal income within
the state. Similar ratios of tax collections to personal income were
computed for other states, with the resulting array of ratios indi-
cated in Table 34. It is apparent from this table that 20 other states
had a higher ratio of tax collections to personal incomes than Cali-
fornia.

Relation of Personal Income to Higher Education Expenditures of
States. In Table 33 is shown the per cent of personal income of
various states which is spent for public higher education for the

years 1952-58. Expenditures include only state appropriations for

TABLE 34

Ranking of States According to a Four-year Ratio, 1955-58 inclusive,
of State Tax Collections to Total Personal Income 1

= - _

Per | l Per \:, | Per
State cent ‘ State | cemt | State | cent
Louisiana. ceaa--n=-- 81 1 Flondaceccacammoan- I §.4°'| Montana._a-------- o]
Mississtppleenn-cn=-= 7 31 Oregofocaaee-~n--== | 3 4 || Delawarg.ooccuma-o- +2
New Mex1cOanocn---- 7 3 Utalocaacamasen-==- R Marylando oo ane--- o+ 2
South Carolina-.---- 6 8 \ [ Viassachuserts. - .- .
Washiagton -« ----- 63| CALIFORNIA......| 5 2| Peansyivama.--.-.- e
Oklanoma-.ee-m-=m=- 6.61 ' | Viegioia oo ammenmn-- I
Arkansas. cecee-=a=-- \ 63 \ Kentuck¥. o cacua=-- .51 New Yoraa.on----- 1)
N Carofiaa__._-) 60! Miansotd-..ooo- 31 Temaseo oo HE)
Georgia—noemmne==== |5 81 1dabo..cummecmn-- l 30 lConnecucut ........ © 3 8
Tennesstt —ocoon-n-= 3 8! Michigahoauo-amnnn- | 50 ' Indiando.o.-------- 37
Vermontamacaamnm==" i 3.7 '| Rhode Island....--- 50y New Hampshire .-~ .
Alabama.ece-manam--- 55 loWaAmeaccamman=mm-- $+9 ! OROeccmeanc e 33
AMZONA e caemam=n=" 35 Mameocamea-a-an- £ 9 " Missoun._-a------- v
orth Dakota - ---- 35 Wisconsileao-am-=-- 13 (oo neocanno--- o2
Wyoming.--------=- 5 6 Colorado..ecenane-- + 3 ) Nebrashdeoce---=-== 3l
Nevadaouocammomn==n t 35 \ South Dakota.eo---- {4 6 New jerseVo__..---- v
West Virgimido ccvmn-; 33 ) Kansas.caocoo-m--n- ot s

L Sgurce: The Techmcai Commuctee Teport on Calsfornwa’s by -0 Financg Higner Cducamon.
1960-197%, op. citm Table 35
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TABLE 35

Per Cant of Personatl income of the States Snenr for Public Higner
Education, 1952-58, Combined Average *

Par | i Per | oer
State cent % State | cent | State } ceat
New Mexicooeoaaa 1.34 | Misaissipploccace---- 0 80 | CALIFORNIA_._... 3 Y
Utahe e caaana- 1 34 | North Carolina__.... 079!
North Dakota____... 1 17} Oregofeceeccnuan-ax 0.77 || Kentueky. oo oaae 0.43
Oklahoma . ccceceoux 112! Idaloe ccmuacacaeae 075, Mame.aocaeaaaaaa- 0.43
South Dakota. ... 101} South Carolna....... 074! Nevada............ 043
Colorado.ccccccauan- 1.00 | Alabama-.cooaao... 072 Marylando ... ___. 042
Minoesota. - cccuuua- 0.94¢ | West Virgma__..... 0 67| Vermontoaecooacaa- 0 42
Montana. ceeeueecan= 0 94| Nebraska__......._. 066 Ninotse e ouan- 0.36
Wyoming --.coee--- 0 94| Wisconafewacaeana- 062! OlOaccccaccennnns 0 33
ANZond.ceacccannnan 0 92 | New Hampshire..... 0 61| Rhode Island._.__... 035
Arkansas .o oo 0.89 ! Virgmuao.ooooooaooo 0.§1| Missourtewwecen.... 032
Lowmandeaceocacaan 089 Delaware _u.coenen- 0 38 | Connecticute o e o oo on 0 30
lowWa. coccaeccaecaee 0 86| Geotgtamcvececnnna- 0 58 New Jersey ... g 22
Kansas_ . eoeoucaaaoo (0 86| Tennesse=_ _.___.... 0 :6l Penasylvama. ..-... 02
Indiana_o.oooooo... 0 85| Texascoamaaaaanna- 0 35| New Yorkoo.o...... 016
Michugan. - oo ..a. 0 83| Flondaceceuuouaaaa- 0.51 | Massachusersa ... 013
Washington__ ... 0 81 i

1 Source- The Techmcal Commictee report on California’s Ability to Finance Hsigher Educanon,
1960-1975, op. at., Table 29. il

the junior colleges, the state colleges and the University.®? It was
found that California spends 0.46 per cent, or less than one-half of
one per cent, of its personal income for public higher education,
thus making it thirty-fourth among the states in this respect. Nine
states, all west of the Mississippi River, made more than double the
relative effort of California to support public higher education, as
measured by this criterion.

Relation of per Capsta Expenditures to per Capita Income. As a
third measure of eifort, computations were made to determine the
per capita espenditures for higher education in relation to the per
capita income for each oi the states. These ratios, based upon an
average ratio for the years 1952-38, inclusive, indicate the relative
effort of the states on a per capita basis. By this measure, California
has contributed about 0.68 per cent—slightly more than one-half of
one per cent—of its per capita income for per caplia expenditures on
higher education. A total of 24 states expended greater eifort than

% Synce the Bgures mcude only sate appropnanons, the grants from -he federal government

special research conaacts o the Umverary are unoc mcluged. For 1957-538, tnose th::u:m

amounted to $114.306,650. {This fgure 15 taken from page 23 of the Umveracy or Califorma
Financtal Repoct ror 1953-39 )
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California in terms of per capita expenditures for nigher equcation as
compared with per capita income. (See Taole 36.)

TABLE 36

Ranking of the States—Average of Years 1952-58—in Per Cent That Per Capita
State Expenditures for Higher Education Were of Per Capita Income *

Per Per Per
Stace cenc Scate cent Stace | cent
New Mexic0.emven-u- 1.38 | Mississipplecceaaccas 080 Texas o uoocacae- Q.35
............... 1.38 | North lina....._ 0.80 Flondaeeeceocc-ae 053
Norch Dakotaneeenan 119 Oregof.cccceecceamn 0.78 Nevada...ccuocam-- 0 48
Oklahoma. .o.oaauee 1 111 Nebraska . ceoeo.-. 077 Maneeaoaaanoucaae 0 43
ColoradOmcuucccnaenn 103 Idahoeeecoececanca- 076 Marylana.o.ceoaaaa 0.43
South Dakota. .c.a-- 1.03  South Carolina-...-- 076 Vermolt--uce-ee-e- 0.42
Anzona. . -cececceceamn 097 Alabama.._uuceaa- 077 Ilinotsuwccacaeaaaa- 037
Minnesota.----c.--- 0 96 Kentucky. cvcceeanan 037
Montana. -ceecas-n- 0 96 CALIFORNIA_.....*0.68 Ohioo_oo. acoeo-u- 0 36
WYOming-coceaaemm- 0.4 + Rhode [sland....... 0.35
Lowsiana . cecaeanua- 09 WestVirgima._o.——. 0 67 | Missoun.coeeonan-- 032
Towa. o ccaaccnmane 0 88 - Wisconfilaccmaannan 0.63 { Counecucut....-.-- 0.30
Arksnsas...—oocen-n-. 0.87 New Hampshure._._. 0 62! New Jersey.caeo.n.-- 023
Indiana . ececeacua-- 0 87, Delaware_ _..cone--- 0 61 | Pennsvivama.......} 0 20
Kansas_..cceceemmn-u- 0 87 | Tennessee_ _.coo..- 0.61 | New York_ ... 0.16
Michigan. ceccuuanun 08 Virgmao_ceeocaaaa- 0 61 | Massachuserts. . ..-. 013
Washington. coccoaa- 082 Ei Georglas ccomcannee- 0391

1 Source: The Techoical Commurtes report on Califorma’s Alnlity to Finance H:gher Educanon,
1960-1975, op. cwt., Table 33.

* Only state SUDpPOIT 13 ncluded. The jumor colleges recesve approxumacely 7&'5:: ceat of their
mppmt&omloaifundsmdﬁd:mmmdnded.@bmm’smnkmgm be rased.

Fovomics

The major findings of this chapter follow:

{. California’s civilian population is expected to increase from
15,530,000 in 1960 to 25,755,000 in 1975, an increase of 66

per cent.

2. Between 1960 and 1975 civilian personal income is expected to
increase from 40 billion dollars to 94.3 billion dollars, an in-
crease of 136 per cent. (It should be noted that this is more
than twice the per cent of increase expected of the civilian popu-
lation during the same period.)

3. State General Fund revenues are estimated to increase from
1.56 billion doilars in 1960-01 to 3.34 billion dollars in 1974-73,
an increase ot 127 per cent.
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Existing state operauons and locai assistance onanced trom the
State s General Fund exclusive of the state's support or higher
education is estimated to increase from 1.32 billion dollars m
1960-61 to 3.03 billion dollars in 1974-73. an increase oi 130
per cent.

. The difference between General Fund revenue estimates and the
expenditures for all state services and local assistance except
higher education ranges from 241 million dollars in 1960-61 to
504 million dollars in 1974-75.

. In 1957-58, 13.38 per cent of the General Fund expenditures
were for the support of higher education. If that same percent-
age is applied to the General Fund estimates for 1960-61 and
again for 1974-75, the results are 214 million dollars and 486
million dollars respectively. (It should be noted that these are
not greatly different than those shown in Item 5 above, which
were computed by another method.)

. California ranked twenty-first among the states when compared
on the per cent which the average tax collections were of total
personal income for the period 1935-58, inclusive.

. When compared with the other states in the nation on the basis
of the average per cent of total personal income spent for public
higher education for the years 1952-538, California ranked thirty-
fourth.

. When compared with the average per cent that per capita ex-
penditures for higher education were of per capita income for
the years 1952-38, California ranked twenty-fifth among the
states.
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Assembly Concurrent Resclution 83 charged higher education with
responsibility to avoid unnecessary expenditures of state funds. Be-
canse of the importance of the problem involved in meeting this
responsibility, two technical committees were organized to probe
its essential aspects. The Technical Committee on Costs investigated
the financial needs of higher educational segments. Its results are
reported in Chapter IX. The Technical Committee on California’s
Ability to Finance Higher Education investigated the future balance
of state funds in relation to revenues and expenditures to determine
available income for state-supported higher education. The results
of this study are reported in Chapter X.

The purpose of this chapter is to make some comparison of the
estimated costs of public higher education to the state as found in
Chapter IX and the total projected revenues as shown in Chapter X,
and to determine what proportion of these revenues might be avail-
able for the support of public higher education through 1975. A
basis is thus laid upon which conclusions can be drawn regarding
the outlook for the future.

One of the early issues debated by the Survey Team was the
extent to which educational policies were to be based on, or deter-
mined by, economic factors. Pressure on the state to expand its serv-
ices in all areas of human welfare in the future implies heavy financial
obligations. The tremendous growth of public higher education enroll-
ments presaged high future costs. In view of the heavy fnancial
demands on the state in the future, however, it was obvious that the
economic outlook was one of the very important factors in educa-
tional planning.

If, however. economics were the only basis on which public higner
education in California is examined, the solution to many of its
problems would be fairly simple. For example, state funds could be
saved by shifting most of the lower division students from the Univer-
sity and the state colleges to the junior colleges. because the scnool

[188]
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districts operating jumor coileges provide about two-thirds or theiwr
operating costs and all the capital outlay. Likewise. it wouid appear
more economical for the state to shift some upper division and begin-
ning graduate students from the University 1o state coilege campuses’
in order to conserve capital outlay and instructon costs involved 1n
the more expensive University programs. On the other hand, econ-
omy is effected to the extent to which high cost curricula, particu-
larly professional schools, are concentrated on University campuses,
rather than supporting many such curricula, each with few students
both at the University and at the state colleges. Another economy
measure would be to give each of the public segments responsibility
for a particular level of instruction, ie., junior colleges for lower
division, state colleges for upper division, and universities for grad-
uate work, and to permit establishment of new institutions only as
justified by forecasted minimum enrollments in the area of primary
responsibility. None of these ideas proved acceptable. Good educa-
tional planning requires consideration of many factors other than
the price tag.
Fmvancrar OUTLOOK

A comparison of the state’s estimated revenues with its anticipated
expenditures indicates that, other conditions remaining relatively
normal, about one-half billion dollars ($503,940,000), will be avail-
able in 1975 after all state services except public higher education
are financed. Admittedly, this is merely a projected figure, based
upon anticipated future conditions in the light of past experiences
and the assumption that other state services and local assistance will
continue at the current level,! which at any time could be altered
by many circumstances, including legislative action.

Will one-half billion dollars of state support be adequate to meet
the needs of public higher education in 19757 The weight of evidence
points to the inadequacy of thus level of support—as substantial as
the support may seem. Several factors support this viewpoint:

1. The Technical Committee on Costs estimates that if the same

level of support is provided in the future as in the past. and the
Master Plan recommendations to divert lower division students

t The following quoreton 1s taken from the report of the Technical Commuttee on Califorma’s
Ability to Fimance [Higher Educatiom, 1960-1375 “Underlving all these esomactes 13 one bauc
assumpron. [t 1s assumed thac che scope and qualiry of the relevant sernices are being extended
mto the future at thexr present level, no adjyusanent .5 made tor prooacle but unpremictaple furure
changes 1n the scope and quanry or tae services provided.”
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to the jumor colleges and to increase state support for their
operation are carried out. mn 1973-76 the totai costs of pubiic
higher education to the state (current and capitai costs) will de
683.5 million dollars.

2 The costs of instruction and research, which increasingly will
require more complex facilities to keep pace with rapid tech-
nological developments, are steadily increasing.

3. Estimates of future educational expenditures tend to be conserv-
ative, as proven by rechecking the projections made in both the
Strayer Report in 1948 and the Resixdy in 1953, with demands
for increased services and programs surpassing by far the level
of operations of a decade earlier.

It should be clearly understood that the 1975-76 estimate as given
in paragraph 1 above is only to maintain the present level of educa-
tional support and opportunity. The Master Plan Team believes,
however, that the state’s systems of higher education should be sub-
ject to continuous improvement. Some proposals within this report,
designed to improve higher education conditions, will require funds
in addition to those now available for implementation. For example,
recommendations which have already been approved by both the
State Board of Education and The Regents provide for more scholar-
ships, increased faculty salaries, and additional fringe benefits, and
increased junior college apportionments. If state support is provided
for these and many other desirable improvements, the anticipated
income of one-half billion dollars appears even less adequate to meet
future estimated expenditures.

As current revenues become inadequate to finance both current
expenditures and capital outlay costs, one means of alleviating the
:mmediate financial burden is to resort to borrowing for capital outlay
purposes. The deferment of capital outlay costs through bonds will
spread the financial burden for new buildings in part over the next
generation, which will make most use of these facilities. The Master
Plan Survey Team believes that such a bond issue should be confined
solely to higher education. which would undoubtedly have greater
appeal to the public than a general bond issue. The team believes
that the bond issue should be voted in the early part of this decade
(1962 or 1964) and that the proceeds should be apportioned fairly
among the three segments of public higher education. Allocation by
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the state of capital outlay tunds for the jumor colleges s recom-
mended n this report as one means oi helping them to provide ac-
commodations for the greater number of students in the future.

If, as evidence in this report clearly indicates. it is necessary :ior
the state to assume an increased linancial burden in order to man-
tain the present level of educational services, can the state raise
additional taxes or appropriate a larger share of the available income
to public higher education or both? A comparison of California’s
effort to provide for higher education with similar data from other
states, as found in Chapter X, shows that California’s effort to sup-
port higher education is good but not excellent. Although California
is noted for its wealth, its state tax collections represent only a mod-
erate per cent of its total personal income, as compared with other
states. The per cent of personal income in California allocated to
public higher education is comparatively low; for the period 1952-
1958 a total of 33 states devoted a higher per cent of their income to
public higher education than did California. Moreover, the per capita
comparison of expenditure with income shows that California is about
average among all states in its effort to support public higher educa-
tion. It should be noted that these comparisons are based on state
financing of higher education, thus including only state support and
not the local financing of junior colleges.

Some states devote nearly three times as high a per cent of their
incomes to public higher education as does California. Even though
this state possesses the taxable wealth, a critical question concerns
its willingness to use larger proportions of this wealth for its educa-
tional welfare. The best evidence of the state’s commitment to the
support of public education is found in the following paragraph taken
from Section 15 of Article XIII of the State Constitution, added in
1933, during the depths of the depression.

Qut of the revenue from state taxes for whick provision 1s made mn this
article, together with all other state revenues, there shall first be set apart
the moneyvs to be appliea by the 3tate to the support or the Puplic School
System and the State Umversity
This commitment. together with the high-level support Calitorma

has given education over the years,® convinces the Master Plan

-1)¢ *he budger submrted b+ Governor Edmund G Brown 'o rhe Legislaiure tor *he vear
1960-61 1n the amountr of $2.477,121.574, 51.052,570,000 ar 42.5 ner :emt of .ne -ocal (or
&2 _ents out ot 2very General Fund gollar, s tor :he suoport or Juplic saucanon lor -he vear
1956-37 the per cent imn the cudger for equcanon was 37 3
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Survey Team thar whaiever 1s requred 1n the tuture :0 ofer quaii-
fied students an efficient program or public higher equcauon wiil oe
provided by the citizens of the state. As sointed out in this discus-
sion and more fuily presented in the tabies in Chapter X, California’s
efforts in the support of higher education are reiauvely low when
compared with other states.

COMPARISON OF ESTIMATED REVENUES AND EXPENDITURES

Table 33 in Chapter X shows the difference between estimated
general fund revenues and the estimated expenditures for all state
services maintained at their 1958 level except higher education for
certain years to and including 1975.

Chapter IX gives the estimated total expenditures and state funds
required for public higher education on two bases, i.e., a continuation
of the present status quo projections and the implementation oi the
Master Plan recommendations for the diversion to the junior colleges
by 1975 of some 42,600 * lower division students expected to be en-
rolled in the state colleges and the University of California.

A comparison of the cost to the state of these plans for the fiscal
years 1965-66, 1970-71, and 1975-76 is shown in Table 37. Attention
is called in particular to the following data that are presented in this
table:

1. The modified plan would cost the state 41.5 million dollars less
in 1965-66 and 17.9 million dollars less in 1970-71 than the
status quo plan. At all three levels, lower division, upper divi-
sion, and graduate, the cost to the state is less for the modified
plan.

. For the year 1973-76. however, it is estimated that the modified
plan will cost the state 18 million dollars more than the staius
quo plan, because of the added costs for upper division and
graduate work. It should be noted, however. that in this year
the increased apportionment to the junior colleges will amount
to 37.4 million dollars. or more than twice that of the addea cost
of the modified plan to the state.

(3%}

1 3lthough the Master Plan recommends the aiversion ot 50.000 lower dmvision students -o
‘he jumor coileges by 1975 the ngures proviaed hv the Tecomcai Commurtee m Sarodment
Projections esamared thac this diversion by 1975 wowd 1nclude only +2.600 stuaencs.
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TABLE 37

Difference Between Annuai State Appropriations for Madified Plan and Those
for Status Quo Projections, Fiscal Years, 1965-66, 1970-71, and 1975-76

(tn millions of doilars—minus number means madified amount 1s less)

Lower | Upper Graduate |
divimon | division divinon | Tocal

Fircal year [965-66
Current expenditures:

|
l

o
Public junior colleges f ||

Enrollment tnerease. .. __________........ b n T PR P | =213
Apportionment—oper cent increasel. . ......... +6 4 ... freaeaan- | +6 ¢
B ¢S S 8 7 e e io87
State colleges. ..o —37 =16 .ceeo... | —53
Umiversity of Califorma. o ooy oo —82 —73 =13 | -21 8
g 02 U —119 —89% —63!—271
Total o e e —352 —89 —63,—i8¢
Capital cutlay-* '
tate colleges. . __ ... ....._.___. —60 ___.___. +0 4| =36
University of Calformia. ..o .... -1 —64 =50 I —17 3
TOtal e e e et e e —121 —6.4 —+6]-—231
Total 1965-66 state funds._ oo oo oo ... —153 —~i53 =109 | —15
Fiscal year 1970-71
Current axpenditures:
Public ]iul:uor colleges
Enrcilment inerease. ... ... ______.... I T +35 3
Apporuonment—per cent increasel_.________. FI90 e el +13 0
LT I S o I +24.3
State colleges. oo e —Il16 +12| +10| —94
Universty of California. .o eeceocaeno oo =124 =132 —531 =314
Tt et e e e e m —240 —120| —+ 8| =408
g IO +05 —120) —43 ’ —16 3
Capital outlay 3 ! J‘
tate colleges ... | —73 430 <06 —37
University of Califorma_ ... ... ... .. ____. — 5, #3110 #3535 =21
Total. oot caeees =113 +61 41 —15
Total 1970-71 state funds. e o oo cccceann, -1 =39 =7 —=i79
Fiscal year 197576 '
Current expendicures: | |
Pubiic jumor colleges ' :
Enrollment inereasa. .o oo et A L -3 3
Apportionment—gper cent 1ncreasel __ _________ el D T —3i7 ¢
L T S =9 ... ;=46 3

( Continued on next dbage)
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TABLE 37—Conhnued

Difference Between Annuai State Appropriations for Modified Plan ana Those
for Status Quo Projections, Fiscal Years 1965-66, 1970-71, and 1975-76

(In millions of doilars—minus anumber means modified amount is less)

1
1 Lower Upper | Graduate

' awvimon  divimon l Jivision | Torai
Fiscal year 1975-76—Continued
Current expenditures—Continued
State colleges. . oo camcacccsaennmaneae —207 ++61 +15}—146
Umnmuversity of Califorma. oo ommurcacicacvanaas —206 =—=2.1 +361~—=191
Totale e ccccmccccesmeam=aa———a= —413 +2.5 31 -—337
Total o oo cmcececcecccecaaaemm—eeaa———- +56 +25 451 +132
Capital outlay:?
tate colleges. - oo e ceeiemmaaas —77 +33 +04 —0
Umversity of Califorma. cocaaamccrniccncnaas -—36 $+78 +66 88
Ol o eeeemm e m e m ammmmmn —133 +111 +70| ++¢38
Total 1975-76 state funds. oo eoooocmccaaearaaoa —77 136 +12.1| 180

1These are the increased amounts of state suPpOrt to junior colleges resulung from the Sarvey
Team's recommendanion to rase state support from 30 per cent ta 45 per cent by 1973

3 Jumior coileges are not included here because no prowismun is made in ether the modibied or
status quo plan for state support for capiez] ouday for these msorunons. The Agures for the Um-
versicy i do not 1nclude any capital ouday funds for the medical centers. (See Tables
27 and 28 i Chapter IX regarding esamates far jumoar college capral cutlay requrements.)

As stated earlier in this chapter, the Survey Team concluded that
economics is not the only factor of concern in the development of a
Master Plan for higher education. Table 37 shows that the plan to
divert lower division students to the junior colleges will effect sub-
stantial savings to the state for the years 1965-66 and 1970-71 and
that for the year 1975-76, the added cost is more than offset by the
increased support of the junior colleges.

In addition to these savings, the Survey Team is convinced that
other recommendations in the Master Plan will likewise result not
only in savings but in better returns for each educational dollar. The
proposed status of the Co-ordinating Council will enable it to prevent
unnecessary duplication of function and effort among the three public
segments, and will make *‘empire building” difficult.

Table 38 shows a comparison of the two sets of esumates as de-
scribed above. The figures in the third column show that additional
funds in the amount of 60.2, 88.3, and 34.1 million dollars will be
required to meet the estimated current expenditures only for the years
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19635-06, 1970-71, and 1973-76, cespectively. If to these are addea
the state requirements for capital outlay, the dgures tecome 133.1.
178.9. and 127 miilion dollars respectiveiy. These dericuits wiil be in-
creased to the extent the Master Plan recommendation {or state as-
sistance to the junior colleges for capital outlay s carried out and by
the capital outlay requirements for the University Medical Centers.

-

TABLE 38

Comparison of the Estimates of Generai Fund Revenues Available for
Public Higher Education and Estimated Requirements for the
Years 1965-86, 1970-71, and 1975-76

(In millians of dollars)

Current operations

Gegeral Estumared Addiuonal Capital outlay
fupda require= fuads requirements
Yearst avalables mentat required from scate funds+
196360 e o ceccmce e 3243 ¢ 3303 6 %60 2 $92.9
1970-71 o e cameee - 348 3 437 6 S8 8 1
1975-76 0 cceemceeamem - 556 3 390 6 41 929

t Data for each fscal year are co-ordinate wnth enrollment projections for the fall term of each
{;as:s Egr example, the projected enrollments for Fall, 1963, are basic to financial projections for
1 Although thesa LEgures are denived from the same source as data appeinug o Table 33. they
represent a later year w comncide waith the uarget daces employed hersmn Eor enrollment acd cost
rojecnions. The estumate for 1975-76 of $556.5 mullion, however, has been denved on a_somewhat
g.x.ﬂ‘erem basmis than data 1n Table 26 of the Report of the Techmcal Commuttee on Culsforna’s
Alnlsty to Fimancs Higher Education, 1960-1975, which exteads anly to 1974-75.

2 These Ggures are taken Erom dam on page 108 of the Report of the Technucal Commurtee on
Conts of Higher Educarion, 1960-1975, and are based on the modified prolecaons, 1 e, diversion
of lower divimon students to the jumoc collegas, the establishment of new insututogns, and io-
creased state suppoct for curent coses of the jumor colleges as recommended 1n the ¥laster Plan.

4+ Thesa figures, appeanng previously 1 Table 28 under "“Toml Capital Qurlay,” melude Far
and Expomuon Funds but exciude (1) capical outlay requirements for the Umversitv’s medl
canters and (2) any smte Funds for jumwor coilege capital outlay Furthermore, the cost umpact
of the Survey Team’s recommendacons on classtoom and laboratery unlizanon has not been
inciuded m these Ggures because of 3 further recommendanon that the coromiinaling agency unde:s-
cake, wthout delay, a complete study ot unhzanon o the jumsor colleges, state colleges. ana the
Unwversity of California for the pu.rg:se of making such modifications in the standards here
recommended 23 are 'usnfied by the dings. Moreover, these fgures do not mclude the cost ot
library sesomg required o meet the Amencan Library JAssocuacon smnaards For chese easons.
the capicel guclay Agures here do nor agree with those found Secuon V ot the Techmcai
Commurme= Beport ennded, Costs or Higher Educatign ix Califorma, 1960-1975.

CONCLUSIONS

All evidence gathered in this study points to an unprecedented in-
crease in the demand of the people of California for opportunity to
partcipate in higher education, a chance far all who have the capacity
and willingness to profit by college instruction.
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In the light of this evidence and the iniormation found in Chapters
IX. X, and n this chapter, the Master Plan Survey Team concludes
the following:

1. California’s present revenue system including the four new tax
measures enacted in 1959 will provide sufficient revenue to i-
nance current expenditures for state services, including higher
education and local assistance only through 1961-62; there-
after, estimated costs will exceed projected revenues.

2. Funds for capital outlay cannot be supplied after 1960-61 en-
tirely within the present tax structure; thereafter, higher cur-
rent revenues or bond issue money or both will be required to
meet higher educational construction needs.

3. California can and will, as in both the past and present, provide
adequate support for an efficient program of public higher edu-
cation designed to meet fully the rapidly changing needs of
society.



APPENDIX I

LEGISLATIVE ACTIONS ON THE MASTER
PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS

As noted in the Preface, Governor Edmund G. Brown called a
Special Session of the 1960 Legislature to consider recommendations
in this report which require legislative action. Below are listed those
recommendations followed by the actions taken on them by the Legis-
lature in Special Session.

MASTER PLAN RECOMMENDATIONS REQUIRING
LEGISLATIVE ACTION

1. A Constitutional Amendment (see Chapter I) with these major
provisions:
a. Precise statement of the functions of each of the three pub-
licly supported segments of higher education in California

b. The creation of a State College Board of Trustees patterned
after The Regents of the University of California with re-
spect to number, length of terms, method of appointment,
and autonomy

c. The creation of a Co-ordinating Council of 12 members,
made up of three representatives for each of the three
public segments and the private institutions, to be advisory
to the governing boards and to the appropriate state officials

2. Expansion of the existing State Scholarship Program and modi-
fication of it to permit retention of scholarships awarded stu-
dents who first go to a junior college. In addition, establish-
ment of new state scholarship programs to
a. Provide subsistence grants to holders of existing state schol-

arships; and
b. Provide fellowships for graduate students primarily for the
purpose ot diverting more college graduates into teaching

3. Assistance to junior colleges by

{197]
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a. Gradually :increasing state support for current operauon
Irom the existing approximately 30 per cent to 45 per cent
by 19735; and

b. Providing state funds for capital outlay either through grants
or loans or both

4. Completion without delay “and in any event construction be
started not later than 1962” of the three new campuses approved
by The Regents in 1957 in the San Diego-La Jolla area, the
Southeast-Los Angeles-Orange County area, and the South Cen-
tral Coast area

5. Establishment of new state colleges (these to be in operation
by 1963) as follows:

a. In the vicinity of the Los Angeles International Airport
b. In the San Bernardino-Riverside area

6. Greatly increased salaries and expanded fringe benefits to make
college and university teaching attractive as compared with
business and industry

LEGISLATIVE ACTIONS

A. With respect to the Constitutional Amendment mentioned above,
the Legislature:

1. Approved the submission of a Constitutional Amendment to
the voters in November, 1960, which would enable the Legis-
lature to set terms up to eight years (instead of 16 years as
included in the Master Plan recommendation) for the new
state college trustees.

2. Passed, and the Governor signed, Senate Bill 33 which incor-
porates practically all the remaining items included in the
recommended Constitutional Amendment. This bill originally
passed the Senate by a vote of 36 to 1, and the Assembly with
certain amendments by a vote of 70 to 0. (The Senate con-
curred in the Assembly amendments to the biil bv a vote of
23 to 8.) Because oi the large number of provisions which it
contains. its significance can be seen best by quoting the meas-
ure here m full.
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SENATE BILL NO. 33

Secton L. Division 16.3 5 added to the Educauon Code, to cead.
DIVISION 16.5. HIGHER EDUCATION
CHAPTER !. (GENERAL PROVISIONS

22500. Public hgher education consists of (1) all public junior colleges here-
tofore and hereafter established pursuant to law, (2) all state colleges heretofore
and hereafter established pursuant to law, and (3) each campus, branch and func-
tion of the Unmiversity of Califormia heretofore and hereafter estabhished by The
Regents of the University of California.

22501. It is hereby declared to be the policy of the Legislature not to author-
ize or to acquire sites for new institutions of public higher education unless such
sites are recommended by the Co-ordinating Council for Higher Education and
not to authorze existing or new institutions of public education, other than those
described in subdivisions (2) and (3) of Section 22500, to offer instruction beyond
the fourteenth grade level.

Nothung n this section shail be construed to require any further recommenda-
tions as 2 prerequisite to legislative action with respect to state colleges intended
to be in operation by 1963 or Umversity of California campuses mtended to be
under construction by 1962, as set forth in the recommendations contained in the
Master Plan for Higher Education printed at page 42, paragraphs 4 and 6, Senate
Journal (Regular Session) for February 1, 1960.

22502. Each segmeat of public higher education shall strive for excellence 1n
its sphere, as assigned in this division.

22503. This division shail not affect the exmstence or status of the state nau-
tical school.

22504 The prowisions of this division shail supersede the provisions of any
other law which conflict with the provisions of this division.

CEAPTER 2. UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

22550. The Legislature hereby finds and declares that the Umversity of Cali.
forma 1s the pnmary state-supported academic agency for research.

22551. The university may prowvide instruction wn the liberal arts and sciences
and 1 the professions, including the teaching proiession. The umversity has ex-
clusive junsdiction in public higher education over instruction in the proiession
of law, and over graduate instruction i the proiessions of medicine, dentistry,
veterinary medicine and archutecture.

22532. The umversity has the soie authonty in public lugher education to
award the doctoral degree in all fields or !earming, exceot that .t may agree with
the state colleges to award joint doctoral degrees in seiected Gelds.

22553. The umiversity may make reascnable provision for the use of its
library and research facilities by quanfiea members ot the Iacuities of other -
stututions of public migher educauon i this State,
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(CHAPTER 5. LHE 3TATE COLLEGE SYSTEM

12600. The State College System shall e admuinistereq oy 3 2o0ard cesignated
as the Trustees or the State College System of Cahformia, -vhuca 1s 2erepy
created.

72601. The board shail be composed of the following four =x omficzo mempers:
the Gavernor, the Lieutenant Governor, the Superntendent of Public Instructon.
and the person named by the trustees to serve as the chiei execuuve odicer of
the system; and 16 appolntive members appointed by the Governor, except that
the members, as of the effective date of thus section, of the State Board of
Education shall serve ex officio as and among the first appontive trustees. The
terms of the appeintive members shall be four years, except that the first ap-
pointive trustees, including the members of the State Board of Education, shall
classify the terms of their offices by lot so that four of the first appointive terms
shall expire on the first day of March of each calendar year, commencing in 1961
and ending in 1964. The Speaker of the Assembly shall have the status of a legis-
lative intenm commuttee on the subject of the State College System and shall
meet with the board and participate in 1ts work to the extent that such participa-
tion is not incompatible with his position as 2 Member of the Legslature.

22601.5. Notwithstanding Section 22601, commencing on March 1, 1961, the
terms of the appointive trustees shail be eight years, except that the 16 appotntive
trustees serving on February 28, 1961, shall have new terms of office which they
shall classify by lot so that two of the terms of such appointive members shall
expire on the first day of March of each calendar year commencing m 1962 and
ending in 1969.

This section shall become operative only 1f Senate Constitutional Amendment
No. 1 of the 1960 First Extraordinary Session of the Legislature is approved by
the electors.

22602. The expiration of 2 trustee’s term of office as a member of the State
Board of Education or any eariier vacancy in that office shall c¢reate a vacancy
in s trusteeship, unless the term ascribed thereto by lot has already expired.
In case of any vacancy on the board of trustees, the Governor shall appownt a
successor for the balance of the term as to which such vacancy exists.

72603. 1f the trustees and the Regents of the Umversity of Califormia both
consent, the chiei executive officer ot the State College System shall sit with the
Regents of the University oi Califormia 1n an adwisory capacity and the President
of the Umversity of Califorma shall sit wath the trustees in 10 adwvisory capacity

22604. The Trustees of the Scate College System shall succeed to the powers,
duties and functions with respect to the management. admimstration and control
of the state coileges hereroiore vested in the State Board of Education or 1n the
Director of Education, ncluding all powers, dutes, obligations, and functions
specified 1n Article 2 (commencing at Section 24501) of Chapter 11 of Division
18 of thus code. and all obligations assumed bv che State Board of Educaton
pursuant to that arucle prior to July ! 1961.

On and after July i, 1961, che Trustees of the State Coilege Sysiem snail nave
full power and responsibiity wn the construction and development of any state
college campus. and 0y bulidings or other facilitles or \morovements connected
with the State College System. Such powers shail be exercised by the Trustees
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of the State College 3ystem nocwithstancing the provisions or Chapter ? com-
mencing at Secuon !4100) and Chapter 3 (commencing at 3ecuon i4250) of
Part 5 of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code, except that the powers
shall be carmied out pursuant to the procedures prescnibea 0y these laws.

The provisions of thus chapter relaung :o the transrer of the powers, guues.
and functions with respect to the management, admumistration and control of the
state colleges shall become operative on July 1, 1961.

22605. The State College System shall be entirely independent of all political
and sectarian influence and kept free therefrom in the appowmtment of its trustees
and in the administration of its affairs, and no person shail he debarred admission
to any department of the state colleges on account of sex.

22606. The pnmary function of the state colleges is the provision of instruc-
tion for undergraduate students and graduate students, through the master’s
degree, in the liberal arts and sciences, in applied fields and in the professions,
including the teaching profession. Presently established two-year programs 1n
agriculture are authonzed, but other two-year programs shall be authorized only
when mutually agreed upon by the Trustees of the State College System and the
State Board of Education. The doctoral degree may be awarded jointly with the
University of Califorma, as provided m Section 22552. Faculty research 1s author-
ized to the extent that it is consistent with the pnmary function of the state
colleges and the facilities provided for that functiom.

22607. All state employees employed on June 30, 1961, in carrying out func-
tions transferred to the Trustees of the State College System of California by
this chapter, except persons employed by the Director of Education in the Diwn-
sion of State Colleges and Teacher Education of the Department of Education,
are transferred to the State College System.

Nonacademic employees so transferred shall retain their respective positions
in the state service, together with the personnel benefits accumulated by them at
the time of transfer, and shall retain such nghts as may attach under the law
to the positions which they held at the time of transfer. All nonacademic posi-
tions filled by the trustees on and after july 1, 1961, shail be by appointment
made in accordance with Chapter 9 {commencing at Section 24201) of Division
18 of this code, and persons so appointed shall be subject to the provisions of
Chapter 9.

The trustees shall provide, or co-operate in providing, academic and admums-
trative employees transferred by this section with personnel nights and benefts at
least equal to those accumulated by them as employees of the state colleges,
except that any administrative employee may be reassigned to an academic or
other position commensurate with his qualifications at the salary fixed for that
position and shail have 3 nght to appeal from such reassignment, but only as to
whether the position to wmch he 15 reassigned 1s commensurate with his quari-
fications. All academic and admunistrative posiuons filled by the trusiees on and
after July 1, 1961, shail be filled by appointment made solely at the discretion of
the trustees. The trustees shall establhish and adjust the salanes and classifications
of all academic and admumstrative positions and neither Section 13004 of +he
Government Code nor any other provision of law requnng approval by a state
officer or agency for such salaries or classifications shail oe applicable :herero
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The trustees, however, shail maxe 2o adjusuments 'vach ceguire expenditures m
excess of exisung appropriations avalable for the payment of salanes. The vro-
visions of Chapter Y (commenciag at Section 24201) ot Dwision i3 of this code
relaung to appeals rrom dismissal, demouon or suspension shail de applicable o
academic employees.

Pegsons excluded from the transfer made by this section shall retan all the
rights and pnivieges conferred upon cwil service employees by law. Personnel of
state agencies employed o state college work other than those transferred by
this section and who are employed by the trustees pnor to July 1, 1962, shall
likewise be provided with personnel nghts and benefits at least equal to those
accumulated by them as employees of such state agencies.

CHAPTER 4. JUNIOR COLLEGES

22650. The public jumor colleges shall continue to be a part of the public
school system of this State. The State Board of Education shall prescribe mini-
mum standards for the formation and operation of public jumor colleges and
exercise general supervision over public junior colleges.

92651, Public junior colleges shall offer \nstruction through but not beyond
the fourteenth grade level, which instruction may melude, but shall not be limited
to, programs in one or mofe of the following categones: (1) standard collegiate
courses for transfer to higher institutions; {2) vocational and technical fields
leading to empioyment; and (3) general or liberal arts courses. Studies in these
fields may lead to the associate In arts or associate in science degree.

CEAPTER 5. CO-ORDINATING CouNciL ror HIGRER EDUCATION

32700. There is hereby created an advisory body, the Co-ordinating Council
for Higher Education, to be composed of three representatives each of the
Univeraity of California, the State College System, the public junior colleges. the
private colleges and umversities io the State, and the general public. The univer-
ity shall be represented by three representatives appowted by the regents The
State College System shall be represented by its chief executive officer and two
trustees appointed by the trustees. Public jumor colleges shall be represented
by a member of the State Board of Education or its chief executive officer as
the board may from time to ume determuine, and a member of 2 local puplic
jumor college governiog board and a public jumor college admunustrator. The
junior college govermng board member shall be selected by the State Board of
Educaton from a list or lists oi five names submutted for its consideratcn by
agy association Or assoclations of state-wide coverage which represent junior
college governung boards. The public jumor college admunistrator shail be selected
by the State Board of Education from a list of five names submitted for 1is
consideration by the California Junior College Association. The prvate colleges
and umversities shall be represented by three persons, each of whom shall be
affbated with a pnvate nsutution of higher educauon 25 3 3ZOVEIMINg board
member or 35 a staf memper I an icademuc or admimistrauve capacity and
shall be appointed by the Governor after consuitauen with an associauon oI
associations of such prvate nsututions. The general public shall be represented
by three members appointed by the Governor. Appomntments and removals made
pursuant to thus section shail be at the sole discretion of the apponung authority
specified heremn.
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22701, The council shail appoint and mav remove a director i the manner
heremnaiter speciied. He shall ippoint persons to such staff posiuons as the
councld may authorize.

22702. The council shall prescnibe rules for the transaction of 1its own afairs,
subject, however, to the following requirements and limitations (1) the votes
of all representatives shall be recorded; (2) effective action shall require the
affirmative vote of eight members; and (3) the affirmative votes of 10 members
shaill be necessary to the appointment or removal of the director.

22703. The co-ordinating council shall have the following functions, advisory
to the governing boards of the mstitutions of public higher education and to
appropriate state officials; (1) review of the annual budget and capital outlay
requests of the umiversity and the State College System, and presentation of
comments on the general level of support sought, (2) adwvice as to the applica-
tion of the provisions of this division delineating the diferent functions of public
higher education and counsel as to the programs appropriate to each segment
thereof, and in connection therewath shall submit to the Governor and to the
Legisiature withun five days of the beginning of each general session a report
which contains recommendations as to necessary or desirable changes, if any, 1n
the functions and programs of the several segments of public higher education,
and (3) development of plans for the orderly growth of public higher education
and the making of recommendations on the need for and location of new facilitres
and programs.

22704, The council shall have power to require the imnstitutions of public
hugher education to submit data on costs, selection and retention of students,
enrollments, plant capacities and other matters pertinent to effective planning
and co-ordination, and shall furmish information concerning such matters to the
Governor and to the Legmslature as requested by them,

22705. Ths division shall be known and may be cited as the Donahoe Higher
Education Act.

Sec. 2. There is hereby appropnated from the General Fund for the support
of the state system of higher education the sum of one hundred thirty-one thou-
sand eight hundred sixty dollars ($131 860), or so much thereof as may be
necessary, to be expended as follows:

(a)} To the Trustees of the State College System of California for expenses
incurred by the trustees pursuant to Chapter 3 (commencing at Section 22600)
of Divisson 16.5 of the Education Code, including planning for the uninterrupced
performance of the {unctions and duties transterred to the board $81,860

(b) To the Co-ordinaung Council ior Higher Education for expenses incurred
by the counci pursuant to Chapter 5 (commencing at Section 22700) of Diwvision
16 3 of the Education Code _ .. ... e e 330,000

3. Other measures passed. and signed by the Governor where
required, to give the new state college trustees autonomy be-
vond that now held by the State Board oi Education with
respect to the state colleges:

a. Senate Concurrent Resolution 16. which states it to be the
policy of the Legislature to give the trustees oi the state
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college system *‘. . a large degree of dextbility :n deter-

mining the most efective use of unas avatlable for higher
education in the state colleges . .” and that . . . 1t s
the desire and intenuon of the Legislature that hudget bills
hereafter enacted shall provide for the state coilege system
certain exemptions from fiscal and budgetary controls simi-
lar to those exemptions presently granted to the University
of California . . .”

Power to accept gifts or donations of real or personal prop-
erty waich will aid in carrying out the primary functions
of the state colleges as defined in SB 33 above

c. Authority to give vice presidents and deans in the state

colleges tenure as academic teaching employees rather than
continue the present practice of giving tenure at the same
level and salary step or higher of vice presidents or deans

B. Other legislative actions relating to the Master Plan recommenda-
tions and signed by the Governor where required:

Passed AB 10 which amends the existing state scholarship law

as follows:

1.

[#3

a.

Increases the maximum number of state scholarships from
2,560 to 5,120 by 1964

b. Increases the maximum award from $600 to $900
c. Permits an award winner who elects to go first to a junior

d.

b.
. Gave final approval for the establishment of a new state col-

college to have his scholarship held in trust for not to exceed
two years and three months

Repeals the terminal date of July 1, 1964, for the scholar-
ship program

. Approved without appropriation new state colleges:
a.

In the Los Angeles area. vicinity of the International Air-
port
In the San Bernardino-Riverside area

lege (action first taken on this in 1957) n the North Bay
area and named it the Sonoma State College

. Appropriated 3 million dollars to the University of California

subject to release by the Director of Finance “. . . ior cam-
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pus planning and development inciuding real property acqui-
sition as may be determined by the Governor, Board of Re-
gents and Director of Finance . . .”

5. Appropriated funds for a 74 per cent increase of academic
faculty salaries in the state colleges and the University of
California

6. Passed House Resolution 16, which requests the Department

of Finance and the Legislative Analyst with the assistance of
the Department of Education and the University of California

to make a study “. . . of standards of utilization and occu-
pancy of instructional areas in the state colleges and the Uni-
versity of California . . .” and submit a report to the Legis-

lature during the 1961 general session

C. Bills introduced but referred for interim study by legislative
committees:

1. Several bills were introduced to provide additional state funds
to the junior colleges for current operation and for state assist-
ance for their capital outlay purpeses by both grants and loans
in accordance with the Master Plan recommendations. These
were ail referred for interim study through the passage of
House Resolution 22 from which the following is taken:

Resolved by the Assembly of the State of California, That the Assem-
bly of the State of Califormia recogmizes its obligations to the jumor col-
leges in Increased assistance to the junior colleges in both capital con-
struction funds and increased operating expenses; and be it further

Resolved, That the assignment of Assembly Bils No. 37, 40 and 45,
of the 1960 First Extraordinary Session to intenm study has been done
so that a thorough study can be made of the degree to which the financial
obligations of the State can best be met, and substantial and effective
assistance gven to the jumior coileges; and be it further

Resolved, That the Assembly Interim Commuttee on Education is di-
rected, after work with the Department of Finance and the Office of the
Lemsiative Analyst, to submuc to the Assembly by the dith calendar day
of the 1961 Regular Session or the Legslature a report wach will recom-
mend the type and degres or State support for jumior colleges; and be it
further

Resolved. That the Assembly requests the State Board of Education
and the Regents of the Umversuy of Califorma to delay implementation
of tbeir proposed diversion of 50,000 students to the jumor colleges unul
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action has been taken by the Lemslarure which would inancally assisc
the junior colleges to adequately educate these stuaents

. Bills were likewise introduced to set up junior college scholar-

ships, subsistence grants to state scholarship helders and for
graduate fellowships. These matters, like the support items for
the junior colleges, were referred for interim study.
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JOINT ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORT ON

DIFFERENTIATION OF FUNCTION AMONG

THE PUBLICLY SUPPORTED SEGMENTS OF

HIGHER EDUCATION IN CALIFORNIA AS

AMENDED BY THE MASTER PLAN SURVEY
TEAM

CoMMENTS BY MASTER PrAN SurvEy TEaM

At the March 14, 1959, joint meeting of the State Board of Edu-
cation and The Regents of the University of California this resolu-
tion was adopted:

Therefore, Be it Resolved by the two Boards that the Joint Adwvisory Com-
muttee not only shall consider questions concering the co-ordination of public
higher education 1n California, but also the establishment of addizonal cam-
puses, and the relationship between the three segments of public higher educa-

tion in respect to their functions, admission requirements, and programs in
order to reduce unnecessary duplicatton of campuses, facilities, and programs.

In accordance with this action the Joint Advisory Committee at its
first meeting on March 26, 1959, began consideration of the complex
problem of differentiation of function, which it continued for the next
six meetings. On October 27, 1959, J. Burton Vasche, Chairman
transmitted to the Survey Team the Joint Advisory Committee's final
draft statement entitled, “Functions of the Junior Colleges, State
Colleges, and the University of Califormia.” The Survey Team gave
extended consideration to this statement and is in essential agreement,
with these exceptions:

1. The creation of a commission to study the need for additional
college teachers in California and. if such a need is found, how
best can it be met

2. The drawing of state college students irom the upper 40 per
cent and University students from the upper 13 per cent of all
California public high school graduates

3. The statement on research in the state colleges

[207]
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4. The inclusion of a section dealing with extension programs and
adult education

Accordingly, the Survey Team modided the joint Advisory Com-
mittee statement and inserted a statement on the institurional iunc-
Hons of the state colleges and the University of California on the
awarding of joint doctoral degrees as provided in the proposed con-
stitutional amendment. As thus modified, the statement was recom-
mended to the Liaison Committee on December 17, 1959, and was
approved for transmission to the joint meeting of the two boards on
December 18. However, at the request of The Regents the statement
was withdrawn from the materials considered by the two boards on
the grounds that there was possible conflict between the functions as
given in this statement and those incorporated in the proposed con-
stitutional amendment. The Survey Team believes that the Joint
Advisory Committee statement as amended by the team will be of
use to the Co-ordinating Council when it is established. Accordingly,
the Survey Team suggests that the Joint Advisory Committee report
be referred by the Liaison Committee to the new Co-ordinating
Council when it is established and that the section of this report
entitled “Extension Programs and Adult Education” be referred by
the Liaison Committee to the State Advisory Committee on Adult
Education.

INSTRUCTIONAL FUNCTIONS

The junior colleges will provide:

1. The first two years of a collegiate education for students plan-
ning to complete work for baccalaureate degrees

2. Two-year associate in arts degree programs with broad applica-
tion for citizenship., health, family living, science. and basic
communication needed by citizens

3. Vocational-technical, general education and training to prepare
students for occupations which require two years of training
or less

4. Counseling services sufficiently extensive to meet the needs of
a nonselected group

5. Remedial courses for students whose preparation for their
chosen curricula is inadequate
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6. Vocationai-technical. generaj educauon, and other appropriate
programs for part-time students
The state colleges will provide:

1. A broad program leading to baccalaureate degrees (a) in arts
and sciences, with majors in the standard subject areas, and
(b) in applied fields that by their nature require four years of
collegiate education

2. Programs designed to discharge their major responsibility for
the preparation of teachers

3. Programs of graduate study leading to the master’s degree in
arts and sciences and in applied fields

[In addition to the foregoing the state colleges may award the doc-
toral degree jointly with the University of California.] !

The University of California will provide:

1. Broadly based instruction leading to the baccalaureate degrees

2. Graduate programs leading to master’s degrees and doctoral
degrees, and programs of postdoctoral instruction

3. Instruction in professional fields
4. Programs for the preparation of teachers

{In addition to the foregoing, the University may award the doctoral
degree jointly with the state colleges.] ?

ApMIssToN Povricres

The junior colleges will:

Admit all graduates of California high schools who desire to con-
tinue their education and others whose maturity indicates potential
success in post-high-school education.

The state colleges will;

l. Admit students who typically rank in the upper 33§ per cent?
of all graduates of public high schools in California

2. Admit qualified transier students

:AddedbrtheSmerTam.
‘[nthc]mntAdﬂmCommnurepmmuﬁmwuwpeumt.
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Admit to graduate study quaiified graduates of institutions of
higher learning

4. Expand upper division and graduate enroilments faster than
the lower division earcliments

The University of California wll:
1. Admit students who typically rank in the upper 123 per cent y
of all graduates of public high schools in California

2. Admit qualified transfer students

3. Admit to graduate study qualified graduates of institutions of
higher learning

4. Expand upper division and graduate enrollments faster than
the lower division enrollments

In addition all three segments will:

Meet the special needs of superior students by co-operating with
high schools in admitting certain gifted high school seniors to college
courses while they are completing their high school work. Already
sanctioned by law in the case of the junior colleges and followed by
some campuses of the University, the practice should be authorized
for the state colleges also.

[¥F)

RESEARCH
The junior colleges wilk- '

Consider themselves instructionmal institutions with work confined
to the lower divisions; hence, research should be directed toward
improving the quality of junior college instruction.

[In addition, junior college faculty should be encouraged to pursue
individual research during summers and whenever possible during
the academic vear.] °

The state colleges will:
1. Recognize that inséruction is their paramount function and will

provide library, laboratory, and other facilities appropriate to
the degrees otfered.

2. Carry on research. using facilities provided for and consistent
with the primary function of the state colleges.®

*[n:helmn:.-\dnsurrCommtmm:huﬁgmwu-m cent.
% Added by the Survey Team., pe
¢ This satement was modified by the Survey Team.
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The Uriversity of California will:

1. Be the primary state-supported academic agency ifor research.
both basic and applied

2. Be the primary public repository for scarce documents and
other unique library resources needed for the doctor’s degree
and for research programs

3. As part of its responsibility for scholarly work, make its re-
search and library facilities available to qualified members of
faculties of other institutions
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findings on, 109, 110
full-time fall enrollments, by seg-
ment, 1948-1958, 46
growth in full-time, by segments,
1958-1975, 53
increase in freshman and graduate
enrcllments, 109
ranges recommended for new and
existing nstitutions, by seg-
ments, 8, 9, 111
rate of growth, lower division,

(table), 62
recommended limitations of, 8§, 9,
111

reduction of lower division, i state
colleges and University of Cali-
fornia, 59

Enroilment Projections

adult educauon. 143, 144

by “grade progression” method. 47

by State Economic Area. 47. 49

compared with student capacues,
38, 389

companson of stetus quo and modi-
fied, by segment, (table), 64

for next 15 years. 4§
mogifiea Orolecuons, JV segment
and levei. 60-63
projected populauon of Califorma.
1920-2020, tFigure 3), 4§
status quo 3rojections, 17-33
assurnptions for, 50
distortions revealed by, 37
for exisung and authorized state
colleges (table), 36
for exsting and authonzed Uni-
versity of California campuses,
(table), 57
growth in fuil-time enrollments,
by segments, 53
method, 47
prepared by Department of Fi-
nance, 47
trends i full-ime enroilments,
{(table), 54
Technical Committee on, 23, 47
Entrance Requirements. See ddmission
Policies
Extension Courses. See Adult Educa-
tion

Extension of School Day, 94

Faculty Demand and Supply, 11, 12,
115-36. See also Doctoral De-
grees

assumptions for this study, 116
state college reservations om, 117,
131

basic questions in this study, 115

California-trained college teachers,
124-27
net demand for, 124

Califormia-trained doctoral degree
hoiders

estimated net supply of, 127

greater use of recommended, 12,
135

per cent entering coilege teaching
in Califormua. 133, 134

charactensucs of facuity appolntees,

122

in independent mstitutions, 124

10 the public segments, 123, 124
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occupational source of. 123
ongin by place of trmmng, 122
type of preparauon, 123
companson of projected supply and
demand, 129-31
conclusions of Survey Team. 134
continuation of starus gquo condi-
tions, 131
“deferred” supply of new faculty,
117, 124, 133
diversion of students a factor in, 134
estimates of demand for new fac-
ulty, 1959-1975, 119-22
estimates of net facuity demand,
124, 125, 129, 130
comparison with supply (table),
130
projected to 1975 (table), 126
three cnitical assumptions for, 125
estimates of net faculty supply,
127.31
companson with demand (table),
130
projected to 1975 (table), 128
fields short of college teachers, 134
findings, conclusions and recommen-
dations, 131-36
full-time faculty requred for pro-
jected stgtus gquo enrollments
(table), 121
full-time (no¢ FTE) students and
faculty used in study, 119, 120
in balance for total penod, 1959-
1975, 129
period of shortage up to 1965, 129
need for data om, 115
new facully requirements, by seg-
ment, to 1973, 132
previous study by Joint Staff in
1958, 115
procedure for determining faculty
demand, 119
recommendations concermng, 11, 12,
135, 136
recruitment problems, 117, 131
salary increases and expanded fringe
benefits recommended, 12, 117,
125 134, 135, (Appendix I},
198

shortage of coilege teacners, 118.
134
sources of data used in study, 113
study based on sitarus guo condi-
tions, 113, 120
Techmical Committee on Institu-
tonal Capaaties and Area
Needs, 32
Fees, 172-75. See also Students
as distinct from “tuition,” 14, 174
basic questions for study, 172
comment of President James L.
Morrill on, 173
defined, 172
for out-of-state residents, 14, 172
incidental, 172
necessity for increase m, 173
recommendations for state colleges
and University of California,
14, 174, 175
Survey Team views on, 173
Fellowships, 77. See also Scholarships;
Students
financial assistance to graduate stu-
dents recommended, 11, 135
State Graduate Fellowship Program,
6, 76
“First-Run Status Quo Projections of
Enroilments of California In-
stitutions of Higher Leamning
Included in the Master Plan
Survey,” 30
Four-quarter System, 8, 95, 98
Full-time, 119, 120
Fuil-time Equivalent (FTE)
how determuned, 7 (note 9)
m building requrements projections,
7, 97
of state-wide personnei for state col-
lege system, 30
reason not used n faculty demand
study, 119, 120
Function. See Structure. Function qnd
Co-ordination

“Functions or the Jumor Colleges.
State Coueges, and the Unmiver-
sity of Caliorma.” See Jowmt
ddwmsory Commatiee
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Graduate Programs. See wso Cosss;  High School Graduates. See so En-

Doctorai Degrees; Enroliments:
Facuity Demand and Suvply

assumptions concerming production
of graduate degrees, 116, 117

costs of, in state colleges and Uni-
versity of Califorma, 1957-58,
155, 159

distribution of graduate division en-
rollment, 1975, modified projec-
tions, (in Tables 9 and 10), 61,
63

effect of recommended diversion of
lower division students, 169

financial assistance to graduate stu-
dents recommended, 11, 135

graduate division enrollment projec-
tions, status guo and modified,
(in Table 11), 64

graduate division student capacities
compared with 1975 enrollment
projections, (in Table 16), 89

graduate enrollment increase in state
colleges and University of Cali-
fornia, 1958-1975, 109

Joint Advisory Committee on, {Ap-
peadix II), 209, 210

limitation of certain new state col-
lege and University campuses
to upper and graduate division
work, 111

modification of space standards in
state colleges due to, 95, 96

projections of doctorates checked
against estimated graduate en-
rollments, 127

recommendations concerning, 11, 12,
135, 136

state colleges and University to em-
phasize upper and graduate di-
visions, 6, 39, 65

state funds and high-cost of gradu-
ate programs, 188, 189

State Graduate Fellowship Program
recommended. 6, 79

unused physical capacity for gradu-
ate students at doctoral level,
90, 91

Health Services, 3, 98

roliments

hasis of cotege enroilment projec-
ttons, 47

effect of raising standards of admis-
sion, 72

estimated increase in, 1937-33 to
1974-75, 109

geographical distribution of, 100-
104

junior colleges will admit all, 70,
(Ses also Appendiz iI), 209

projection by “grade progression”
method, 47

state colleges will admit, 70, (See
also Appendiz IT), 209, 210

University will admit, 70, (See also
Appendiz IT), 210

Higher Education. See also specific

topics such as Admssion Poli-
cies, Costs of Higher Education,
Enrollments, Jumior Colleges,
Physical Plant Needs, State
Colleges, Universsty of Cali-
Jornia

analysis of unit operating costs of,
154

basic issues, xi, 27, 28, 34

California’s ability to finance, 176-37

cotleges and Universities included in
this study, 33

Co-ordinating Council for, 3, 43, 44

complexity of machinery for govern-
ing, 28, 38

costs of, 146-75

defined, {(Appendix I), 199

earlier studies of co-ordination, 16

effort to support. 182

eligibility for (Figure 4), 73

financial outlook, 189

impact of Liaison Committee on, 18

legislative actions on Master Plan
recommendations for, (Appen-
dix T

lemslature requested Master Plan
for, 1

need for Co-ordinating Agency, 28

objectives of Master Plan Survey
Team, 27



INDEX

“spe of the most cosdy zcuvites of
Stata government,” 18

orgamzation chart for Master Plan
Survey, 25

policy for, 28

projected costs of, 163

ranking of states on state expendi-
tures for, 184-86

savings to state, 194

“shall consist of,” 2

State’s commitment to support of,

191
structure, function and co-ordina-
tion of, 27-44

Survey Team c¢onclusions on future
outlook for California, 194-96

voluntary co-ordinating machinery,
19, 20, 21, 38

Independent Institutions. See also En-
rollments, Faculty Demand and
Supply, [nstitutional Capacities,
Structure, Function, and Co-or-
dination

advisory reiationship of proposed
Co-ordinating Council, (Figure
2),40

Association of Independent Califor-
nia Colleges and Universities,
22

contributions to the state, xi
(Preface)

costs of higher education, 146-48

assumption regarding independent
institutions, 147

total expenditures for all Cali-
fornia higher education, 146,
148

enrollment distnbution and growth,

50-63

assumption regarding independent
institutions, 50, 32

companson of status quo and
modified projections (table), 64

full-ime enrollments in Califorma
{basic taple), 31

greatest growth in independent in-
stitutions at graduate level, 56

modsfied projections, 60-63

status quo projections, 47-39

219

faculty suppiv and gemand. !15-36

characteristics or aew faculty,
124, 125

companson of projected supply
with demand, 128, 129

findings, 132

projections of net demand (table),
126

projections of net supply (table),
128

recommendations, 11, 12, 135, 136

Master Plan recommendations of in-
terest to:
adoption of rigorous admussion
and retention standards, 5, 76
annual report to Co-ordinating
Council on retention statistics,
6, 76, 77
Co-ordinating Council study of
calendar plans and year-round
use of physical plants, 3, 93
expansion of State Scholarship
and Fellowship Program, 6, 78,
79
expansion and encouragement of
graduate training programs, 11,
12, 135, 136
representation on proposed Co-or-
dinating Council, 3, 39, 43
representation on State Adwvisory
Commuttee on Adult Education,
13, 144
uniformity in probation and dis-
mussal policies, 6, 76, 77
represented on Master Plan Survey
Team, 22
source of doctorates for new faculty
in Cahforma colleges and umi-
versities, 132
Stanford Unuversity, 132
state scholarshup program beneficial
to. 78
student capacities, compared to pro-
jected 1975 enrollments. 38. 39
Unmversity oi Southern Califorma.
132
unused avaidable physical capacity
m, 30-92
vanation in library capactues, 38
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Insututional Capaciues, 32-114. See statement on Admussion Poiices. In-

wso drea Needs, Physical Plants
assumptions, 33
“assured construction.’ 35, 96, 90
need for addittonal public insutu-
uons, 98-114
critena for determining, 99
findings and recommendations,
109-114
new junior colleges, 104
aew state colleges, 106
new Universaty campuses, 107
projections and analyses, 100-104
prublems assigned to Technical Com-
mittee, 32
sources of datz, 33
student capacities of physical plants,
35-92
as of “assured comstructiom,” 85,
26
capacity in temporary facilities,
86
capacity of library facilities, 37
comparison with projected 1975
graded enrollments, 88, 89
expressed m terms of “full-time”
students, 85
findings and conclusions, 90, 91
relationship between capacity and
projected enrollments, 38, 89
unused capacity for graduate stu-
dents at doctoral level, 99, 91
Techmecal Committee on, 82
utilization of physical plants, 92-98
methods for increasing, 94
recommendations on, 96-98
space standards for, 92, 95

Jomnt Advisory Commuttee

advisory to Liaison Commuttee and
Master Plan Survey Team, 24,
25

creation and function of, 24. 36

particapant 1 Master Plan Survey,
22, 24, 25. 26

report on differentiation of funcuons
of segments of public higher ed-
ucation, (Appendix II), 36

Survey Team suggests referral to
Co-ordinating Counal, 37

stnictional Funcuons. and Re-
search, (Appendix II), 208-il

Jowt Staf for the Lizison Commuttee.

21, 22, 25, 115

Junzor Colleges. See also specific topics

suck as Admussion Policias,
Aduli Educetion, Area Needs,
Costs of Higher Education, Di-
version of Students, Enrollment
Projeciions, Faculty Demand,
Physical Plants
admission and retention policies, 60,
70, 76
all high school graduates eligi-
ble, 66, 70
recommended policies, 4, 5. 6, 66,
69, 74-77, 209
adult education, 140, 142, 143

Bureau of Junior College Education,
106
Califorma Junior College Associa-
tion
junior college representative nom-
inated by, 22
source of data for institutional ca-
pacities study, 84
capital outlay cost of selected cam-
puses (table), 160
Co-ordinating Council representa-
tion, 3. 43
cost of selected campuses (table),
160
diversion of students, effect of, 33-
635
doctorates on facuity, 123
enrollment projections, 31-64
companson table, 64
modfied, to 1975. 62, 63
status quo, to 1975. 31, 33, 34
enrollment ranges recommended, 3
9, 111
estimated cosis of ‘typical” junior
colleges (table), 162
expenditures. 150-32
functions of, Appendix II), 33. 36
govermng of. 29
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Jommt Adwvisory Commuttee state-
ment on iunctions, (Appendix
II)
admussions policies, 209
instructional functions, 208
research, 210
library capacities of, 87, 88, 91
need for additional faclities, 82,
104-106
by State Economic Areas, 49, 82,
91, 104-106, 110
county study by Bureau of Junior
College Education, 106, (note
11)
findings, 109, 110
recommendations on, 1, 9, 12
organization and control, 29
part of Public School System, 29
per ceat of nstructional space in
temporary buildings (table), 87
plant capacity, 91
probation, use of, 76
relationship to proposed Co-ordinat-
ing Council, (Figure 2), 40
recommendations concerning
junior colleges
adult education, 12, 13, 144, 145
area needs, 8, 9, 111, 112
diversion of lower division stu-
dents, 6, 59, 63
enroliment limitations and pro-
jected plant needs, 8, 9, 111,
112
facuity demand and supply, 11,
12, 135, 136
function (under proposed consti-
tutional amendment), 1, 2, 41
institutional capacities and utaliza-
tion of physical plants, 7, 8, 96-
93
junior college support, 13, 14, 171
state scholarships and fellowships,
6, 79
structure, function and co-ordina-
tion, l-3, 4144
student fees, 15, 175
validity of entrance requirements,
4, 69
remedial funcuon, 66

cepresentauon  on  Co-orainaung
Councd. 3, 39, +0, 13
State Scoolarship Program. 73. 79
state support of, {3, 14, 168-71
recommended increase, 13. 14, 171
(Appendix I}, 197, 198. 205
per cent paid from Scate Sciiool
Fund, (68
transier function, 71, 72
unit costs of, 155, 136
“Late Bloomers,” 76
Legslative Studies, 16-13
Legislature, 1960 Special Sessiom, 15,
Appendix I
Liaison Committee
advisory and representative groups,
(Figure 1), 25
approved establishment of Technical
Commzttees, 23
created 1n 1945, 13
Joint Staff of, 115
Master Plan report transmitted to, v
presented Master Plan recommenda-
tions to governing boards, 1
record of recommendations ap-
proved, 19
recommended orgamzation plan for
. Master Plan Study, 21
responsible for Master Plan, 1, 19,
21, 22
State Board of Education and The
Regents of the Umversity par-
ties to, 19
statement on functions approved in
prnciple, 36, (Appendix II),
208
success of, 19
voluntary co-ordination, 19, 20, 21,
25, 38
weaknesses of present co-ordinaung
machwery, 19, 20, 21, 34, 38
Library Capacities, 87, 91
Amerncan Library Associauon siand-
ards, 37. 33
of the segments, 37, 38
Master Plan Recommendarions See
Recommendations of the Mas-
ter Plan
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Master Plan Survey
basic :3sues before, x1 ( Preface)
financial support, 24
nature of Techmical Committee re-
ports, 28
orgamuzation, 21, (Figure 1), 25
onn@in and plan, 20
problems to be studied. 22, 24, 36
differentiation of functions. 24, 36
priority lists for new insatutions,
24
structure, function, and co-ordina-
tion, 24
staff assistance, 24
structure, function and co-ordina-
tion, 27
one-board plan discussed, 32
Survey Team responsible for re-
port on, 24
Technical Committees, 23
transmittal to Legislature, iii

Master Plan Survey Team See also
Recommendations
advisors to Technical Committees,
26
belief in wvalidity of recommenda-
tions, preface, xi
conclusions on faculty supply and

demand, 134

conclusions on future outlook for
California  higher education,
188-95

conclusions on status guo enroll-
ment projections. 58, 59

conclusions on structure, 32

financial support and staff assistance,
24

formation of team, 21, 22

members, v1, vii, 25

opiruons on orgamzations of higher
education system, 23-32

recommendations on diversion of
lower division students, 59

relation to Jomt Advisory Commit-
tee, 24. 36, (Appendix ITI) 207

requirements for selection standards,
4

restrnictions on enrollment growth,
§7-59

Techmicai <Commuttees responsidle
to, 23
cransmuctal of Master Plan Report
to Liaison Commuttee. v
use of Jomnt Adwvisory Comnputtee
Statement or .nsticutionai func-
uons. 36. 37 ‘Appendix IT’, 208
Masters Degree. See also Faculty De-
mand and Supply, Greduate
Program
capacity for expansion at this level,
30
in state colleges, 2, 34, 36, 42
strengthening of programs, 12, 136
Modified Cost Projections, 165-66. Ses
also Costs of Higher Education
based on changes recommended in
Master Plan Survey, 165
cost of modified plan to state, 192-
95
difference in annual state appropria-
tions under modifed plan
(table), 193
estimated total cost required for
higher education, 166
findings, 167, 168
half of grand total estimates will be
spent by the Unmiversity of Cali-
fornia, 156
savings to state, 194
Modified Enrollment Projections, 60.
164, 192 See also Enrolimenis
conciusions on, 63
enrollment distribution, 61-63

companson with sfatus quo
(table), 64
National Education Association. 34.
118
National Teacher Placement Associa-
tion, 119

Need for Additional Centers of Public
Higher Education m Cuaiiforma
(1957), 17, 84

Yew Tvpe of Coilsge Trasmmg (1932),
)

One-Board Plan. 32. 33

Orgamization and Control. See Siruc-
ture, Function, and Co-ording-
tion
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‘Package’ Plan. 33
Physical Plants. Jee wso 4drea Veeds,
Institutional Capacities
“assured construction”’ capacity, 39,
36. 90
capacaty in temporary buldings, 36.
(table), 37
class or room scheduling, 94
findings and conclusions on space
utilization standards, 96
library facilities. 87
methods for increasing utilization,
94
modification of existing space stand-
ards. 95
purposes of study of capacities and
utilization, 92
recommendations on utilization, 96-
08
relation between capacity and pro-
jected enroliments, 38
student capacities of, 85-88
after completion of assured con-
struction, (table), 87
study of year-round use recom-
mended, 8, 98
summer programs recommended, 8,
93 l
unused capacity for doctoral candi-
dates, 90
utilization of, 92
utilization standards, 92, 93

Population Projections, 46-43

Private Colleges and Universities See
Independent Institutions

Professional Fields

recommendation for study of short-

ages m, 11, 114

“Public Higher Education mm Califor-
nia. Functions of the Junior
Coileges. State Colleges and the
University of Califorma.” 36.
{Appendix II), 207

“Public Jumor College Svstem- The
Current Situation and Future
Needs,” 106

Recommendations of the Master Plan.
(Chapter I)
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action of Lemsiature on. ' Appendix
D, .98
adrmussion poicltes and procequres.
+, 73-76
adult educauon :n Canfornia. 12, 13,
144, 145
approved 1n pricple by State
Board of Education and The
Regents, iii, i, 1
area needs, 8-11, 111-14
considered by 1960 Special Session
of Legislature, m
constitutional amendment proposal
on structure, function and co-
ordination, 1-3, 41-44
distnbution of lower division stu-
dents, 6, 39, 65
enrollment limitations, 8, 9, 11
faculty demand and supply, 11, 12,
135, 136
mstitutional capacities and area
needs, 7-11, 96-98, 111-14
enrollment limitations and pro-
jected plant needs, 8-11 111-14
utilization of physical plants, 7.8,
06-98
junior college support, 13, 14, 171

Liaison Committee clanfication ac-
cepted by Survey Team v
musceilaneous recommendations, 1§

number of, i, 19
other recommendations, 13
projected plant needs, 8-11 111-14
purpose of recommendations, ui
retention, 6, 76, 77
requiring legisiative action, (Ap-
pendix 1), 197 198
selection and retention of students.
4-6, 39, 690 73.77. 7
admussion policies and procedures
4 73-76
distribution of lower division stu-
dents. 6§ 0 63
measures of validitv of entrance
requirements + 469
retention. 6, 76, 77
state scholarships and fellowships, 6.
9
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Recommendations of the Master Plan,
{ Chapter I)—conunued
structure, rtunction, and co-ordina-
tion, 1-3, +1-34
student fees, 14, i5, 174, 173
submitted wmthout dissenting vote, v
Survey Team belief :n validity of,
i
total estumated costs, 13, 14, 171,
174, 175
junior college support, 13, 171
student fees, 14, 15, 174, 175
utilization of physical plants, 7-3,
96-93
validity of entrance requirements, 4,
69
Regents of the University of Califor-
ma. See University of Cali-
forma
Report of & Survey of the Needs of
California in Higher Education,
1948 (“Strayer Report”), 17,
35, 77, 78, 92, 93, 96, 137, 138
Research
as a cost factor, 147, 148, 154
faculty research authorized in state
colleges, 36, 42, (Appendix I),
201
Jomt Advisory Committee statement
on, (Appendix II), 210, 211
source of new faculty, 123, 125
Unversity pnmary acadenuc agency
for, 37, 43, (Appendix 1), 199
Unuversity to share hibrary and re-
search facilities, 37, 43
Restudy of the Needs of Califorma in
Higher Education, 1955
authonzed by 1953 Legsiature, 17
estimates of future educational ex-
penditures, 190
junor college support, 168
on adult education, 137, 138
plant utilization recommendations,
92.98
projected costs of higher education.
163, 164
recommendation on reduction of
lower division enroilments. 3.
169

scholarships, 77

source rererence [Or lastituuonai ca-
paciues stuay, 34. 35

space utihzation stangaras, 7, 3, 22,
93, 94. 95. 26, 97, 98

state’s ability to fGnance mgher ed-
ucauon, 177

recommendation on unused capacity
in prnvate insututions, 91

Retention. See aiso Admassions Poli-
cies, Recommendasions, Siu-
dents

annual report by segments recom-
mended, 6, 76, 77
greater umformuty m policy and
practices recommended, 6, 76,
77
“late bloomers,” 76
probation and dismussal practices of
the segments, 76
Scholarships, 77-79
actions by 1960 Legislature on Mas-
ter Plan Recommendation, (Ap-
pendix I), 204
cost and number of awards provided
in 1959-60, 78
graduate fellowships proposed, 78
means of assisung promising stu-
dents, 78
reasons for recommending program
expansion, 78
recommendations on, 79
Restudy and Strayer Report recom-
mendations for, 77, 78
State Scholarshup Commussion, 79
State Scholarship Program
adopted 1 1955, 78
effect on independent wnstitutions,
73
effect on junior colleges, 79
le;isiative action, on, (Appendix
I), 204
purposes of Survey Team recom-
mendations for expansion, 8
recommendatons. 79

scholastic Aptitude Tests, 91. 92. 1oot-
note D. 7

Selection. See Admssions Policies,
Recommendations, Students
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Senate Bill No. 53. (Appendix I), £99-
203. See also Donahoe Act
Space Standards. Sse drea Needs,
Physscal Plants
State Adwvisory Commuctee on Adult
Education. Ses dduit Education
State Board of Education. See also
Limson Commattee
and Supenntendent of Public In-
struction, 29, 30
approval of adult education recom-
mendations, 138
approval of all recommendations of
the “Strayer Report,” 17
approval of general plan for the
Master Plan Survey, 22
approval of Master Plan recommen-
dations, iii, 1
authonty over state colleges, 29
chief state policy body concerned
with junior college, 38, 41
commendation of by California As-
sembly, 21
endorsement of A.C.R. No. 88, 20
joint actions with The Regents, 20
members ‘“first trustees” of State
College System, 2, 42
party to the Liaison Committee, 18
State Council on Educational Planning
and Co-ordination, 18

State Colleges. See also specific topics
suck as Admissions Policies,
Area Needs, Costs of Higher
Education, Enrollment Projec-
lions, Feculty Demand, Phyn-
eal Plants

admissions policies and procedures,
70-72

admussions recommendations, 4, 73-
76

adult education, 13744

allocation of students, 79-81

constitutional amendment proposed,
1. 2, 41, 42

control of, 29

co-ordinatton structure proposed

{(Figure 23}, 40
cost of selected campuses (table),
161

225

costs per student credit hour
(tables), 153-59

criteria for selecting applicants, 30,
31

defimiuon or funcuons, 2, 3, 36. 42,
43. See aiso Appendix [, 199

diversion of lower division students,
59

doctoral degree proposal, 2, 3, 36,
42, 199, 201, 208, 209

eligibility of students for higher ed-
ucation (Figure 4), 73

enrollment distribution and growth,

52-45

conciusions, 59, 65

modified projections, 60-65

recommendation on reduction of
lower division enrollment, 6, 39

status quo projections (tables),
51, 53, 34, 36

enrollment ranges recommended, 8,
9, 111

expenditures, 1948-49 to 1957-38,
152, 153

faculty characteristics, 122

faculty salaries and “fringe bene-
fits,” 12, 117, 125, 136

faculty supply and demand, 12, 117,
121, 125, 126, 128, 130, 132,
135, 136

companson of supply and demand
of doctoral degree holders
(table), 130

findings, 132

projections of demand (table),
121

projections of net supply (table),
128

recommendations, 135, 136

fee recommendations, 14. 174, 175

functions, 1. 2, 36, 42. (Appendix
)

Jommt Adwvisory Commuttee State-
ment on functions, 36. 37, (Ap-
pendix II), 208-11

limtation on new campuses estab-
lished before jumior college fa-
alities provided, 3, 111
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State coileges—conunued
masters aegree, 2, 34, 38, 42, 90,
136
need tor “eficiency of freedom,” 28,
30
need for new, 107
new campuses recommended, 10,
112, i13. (See wso Appemdisz,
198)
organization, 29
per cent of new faculty holding doc-
torates, 117, 123
pacommandatia | concerning the
state colleges
adult education, 12, 13, 144, 145
distribution of lower division stu-
dents, 6, 59
eprollment limitations and pro-
jected plant needs, 8-11, 111-14
faculty demand and supply, 11,
12, 135, 136
measures of validity of entrance
requirements, 4, 69
selection and retention of stu-
dents, 4-6, 69, 73-77
state scholarships and fellowships,
6, 79
structure, function, and co-ordi-
pation, 1-3, 41-44
student fees, 14, 15, 174, ¥75
utilization of physical plants, 7, 8,
96-93
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State Department of Finance. JSee¢
Califormia State Department of
Fingnce
State Economic Areas, 47, 49. See
aso Area Needs

area needs by, 82

defioed, 47

findings, 109, 110
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rate of distmssal, 67, 69
scholastic success, A47-69
standing on tests. 67-69
student capacites or dhvsical plants.
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13, 139, 14
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dations. ti, 1
approved recommendation to pro-
vide for use of librarv and re-
search faclities bv *facuitv of
other higher institutions. 3, 43.
See also Appendiz [, 199
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Master Plan Study, ii
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE Cahforma Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion 18 a citizen board established m 1974 by the Leg-
1slature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of
Califorma’s colleges and universities and to provide
independent, non-partisan policy analysis and recom-
mendations to the Governor and Legislature

Members of the Commission

The Comnussion consists of 16 members Nine rep-
resent the general pubhic, with three each appomnted
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Commuttee, and the Speaker of the Assembly Five
others represent the major segments of postsecondary
education i Califorma Two student members are
appounted by the Governor
As of Apnl 1998, the Comemussioners representing the
general public are

Guullermo Rodriguez, Jr, San Francisco, Chair

Melinda G Wuson, Torrance, Vice Chair

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles

Alan S Arkatov, Los Angeles

Henry Der, San Francisco

Lance Izumi, San Francisco

Kyo “Paul” Jlun, Malibu

Bemnard Luskin, Encino

Jeff Marston, San Diego
Representatives of the segments are

Kyhl Smeby, Pasadena, appointed by the
Governor to represent the Association of
Independent California Colleges and
Unmiversities,

Joe Dolphin, San Diego, appointed by the Board
of Governors of the California Community
Colleges,

Gert1 Thomas, Albany, appointed by the
California State Board of Education,

Ralph Pesqueira, San Diego, appointed by the
Trustees of the Califorma State Umversity, and

David § Lee, Santa Clara, appomted by the
Regents of the University of Califorma

The two student representatives are
Stephen R. McShane, San Lus Obispo
John E Stratman, Jr., Orange

Functions of the Commission

The Commussion 15 charged by the Leguslature and Gov-
emnor to “assure the effective utihization of public postsec-
ondary education resources, thereby elmmating waste and
unnecessary duplication, and to promote diversity, innova-
tion, and responsiveness to student and societal needs
To this end, the Commussion conducts independent reviews
of maiters affecting the 2,600 mststutions of postsecondary
education 1n Califorma, including community colleges,
four-year colleges, universities, and professional and occu-
pational schools

As an adwvisory body to the Legislature and Governor, the
Commussion does not govern or admumister any institutions,
nor does 1t approve, authonze, or accredit any of them
Instead, 1t performs 1ts specific duties of planning,
evaluation, and coordination by cooperating with other
State agencies and non-governmental groups that perform
those other goverming, admmistrative, and assessment
functions

Operation of the Commission

The Commussion holds regular meetings throughout the
year at which 1t discusses and takes action on staff studies
and takes postions on proposed legislation affecting edu-
cation beyond the high school m Califorma By law, its
meetings are open to the pubhic  Requests to speak at a
meeting may be made by wnting the Commission 1a
advance or by submutting a request before the start of the
meeting

The Commusston’s day-to-day work 1s carried out by its
staff 1n Sacramento, under the gmdance of Executive Di-
rector Warren Halsey Fox, Ph D , who 1s appointed by the
Comnussion

Further information about the Commussion and its publi-
cations may be obtaned from the Commission offices at
1303 J Street, Surte 500, Sacramento, Califormia 98514-
2938, telephone (916) 445-7933
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¥ a2 of its planmng and coordinatng responsibilities Summaries of these reports ar available on the
Imtemet at hitp /fwww cpec ca gov  Smgle copies may be obtained without charge from the
Comsnussion at 1303 J Street, Suite 500, Sacramento, Califorma 95814-2938 Recent reports
include

97-2 Faculty Salaries at Califorma’'s Public Universities, 199 7-98: A Report to the Governor and
Legislature m Response to Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 51 (1965) (April 1997)

97-3 A Review of the Proposed Watsonville Center — An Educational Center of the Cabrillo Com-
munity College District: A Report to the Governor and Legislature in Response to a Request
from the Board of Governors of the California Commumnity Colleges (June 1997)

97-4 A Review of the Proposed Academy of Entertainment and T echnology — An Educational Cen-
ter of the Santa Monica Commurity College District: A Report to the Governor and Legislature
in Response to a Request from the Board of Governors of the Cahforma Communty Colleges
(June 1997)

97-5 A Review of the Proposed North County Center in Paso Robles — An Educanonal Center of
the San Luts Obispo County Community College District: A Report to the Governor and Leg-
islature m Response to a Request from the Board of Governors of the Caltforma Commumty
Colleges (June 1997)

97-6 Califormia Postsecondary Education Commission Workpian, 1996 Through 2000 (1997 Update)
(June 1997)

97-7 Student Profiles, 1997 The Latest in a Series of Annual Factbooks About Student Participa-
tion in Califorma Higher Education (August 1997)

97-8 Fiscal Profiles, 1997 The Seventh in a Series of Factbooks About the Financing of Califormia
Higher Education (October 1997)

97.9 Ehgibility of Califormia’s 1996 High School Graduates for Adnussion io the State's Public
Universities: A Report of the Califormia Postsecondary Education Commussion (December
1997)

97-10 Ehgibility of Califorma’s 1996 High School Graduates Jor Admission to the State's Public
Universities - Executive Summarv. A Report of the Califorma Postsecondary Education Com-
mission (December 1997)

1998

98-1 A Master Plan for Higher Education in Califorma, 1960-1975 (April 1998)
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